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ABSTRACT
Research has suggested that the differential experiences of children in the same family
were often greater than those of children across different families. Although studies identified
potential moderators (e.g., age, gender) associated with differential parenting, there has been less
investigation of mediators. The current study examined attachment as a mediator in the
relationship between differential parenting and parents’ perceptions of their children. As part of
this study, 132 culturally diverse mothers with children who ranged in age from 2- to 10-years
rated how differently they treat their own children, their children’s attachment, their parenting
characteristics, and their children’s functioning (i.e., temperament and emotional and behavioral
functioning). Meditational and hierarchical regression analyses suggested the importance of
examining both parenting characteristics as well as attachment variables in understanding how
mothers rated both their older and younger children. In particular, results demonstrated that the
parent-child attachment relationship is particularly important for older children in families with a
younger sibling present. For younger siblings, this study corroborated existing research and
found that punitive parenting was especially important in predicting parents’ ratings of these
children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. These findings are particularly helpful for
professionals working with families with multiple children and with parents who are reporting
troubling behaviors in these children.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Parenting long has been regarded as the most crucial component in shaping the
development of children and adolescents, with the family being the context in which young
children learn to navigate socialization (Thomas & Chess, 1977). In an attempt to understand
optimal development, researchers studied differences across families as well as the effects of
these differences on a myriad of outcome variables. More recently, the focus shifted to withinfamily differences. This shift coincided with an increased interest in the nonshared environment
and its influence on development (see Daniels & Plomin, 1985; Plomin & Daniels, 1987). The
nonshared environment can be defined as the environmental features that differ for children in
the same family and that contribute to differential outcomes. These features can be either real or
perceived, and a combination of these factors (including interactions with parents, interactions
with siblings, and individual events) results in a different environmental experience for children
in the same family (Dunn & Plomin, 1990). Further, the differential experiences of children in
the same family are often greater than those of children across different families (Plomin &
Daniels, 1987). Given that studies on parenting now are recognizing just how different the same
family environment can be for siblings, further understanding of these differences is needed.
Although more research is being conducted on the differential experiences of siblings and
the effects that such differential experiences can have on development, few studies focused on
parents’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning as they relate to
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these differential experiences. Recently, research focused on children’s perceptions of their
parents’ styles and behaviors (see Ablow, Measelle, Cowan, & Cowan, 2009; Kowal, Kramer,
Krull, & Crick, 2002; Yahav, 2007) but not on parents’ perceptions of their own behaviors. As
a result, the present study attempted to add to the literature regarding the relationship between
parents’ differential treatment of their children and their perceptions of these children’s
emotional and behavioral functioning. Further, this study examined children’s attachment to
their parents as a potential mediator of this relationship. To provide a context for the inclusion of
these variables in this study, each of these variables will be discussed here.
Parenting Behaviors
Parenting behaviors often were classified into two constellations. One constellation of
parenting behaviors consisted of positive characteristics (e.g., warmth, engagement, support,
responsiveness, consistency, stimulation). The other constellation consisted of negative
characteristics (e.g., hostility, punitiveness, inconsistency, harshness; Collins, Maccoby,
Steinberg, Hetherington, & Bornstein, 2000). Positive parenting behaviors were associated with
higher levels of child competence in areas such as cognitive functioning and behavioral
regulation. Conversely, negative parenting behaviors were associated with the development of
emotional and behavioral problems (Patterson, 1982). Many important facets of children’s
development (e.g., emotional and behavioral functioning, intellectual achievement, social
competence) were associated directly with parenting behaviors (Belsky, 1984).
Until recently, the majority of studies regarding parenting behaviors focused on the
differences between authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive parenting styles and the effects
of these parenting styles on children (Baumrind, 1971). According to Baumrind (1971),
2

authoritative parents set clear standards for their children, encouraged children’s individuality
and independence, and enforced rules firmly but fairly. In contrast, authoritarian parents
emphasized obedience, respect for authority, and tradition while discouraging verbal give-andtake. Finally, parents who used a permissive style were relatively non-controlling, used minimal
punishment, and made few demands on their children.
The most frequent and well-documented findings from this parenting rubric indicated that
children of authoritative parents (i.e., parents who are both firm and encouraging) experienced
the most positive outcomes, including better performance in high school (Boon, 2007;
Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraleigh, 1987; Heaven & Ciarrochi, 2008; Steinberg,
Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992), more effective coping strategies (Chan, 2011; Dusek &
Danko, 1994; Kritzas & Grobler, 2005), and better interpersonal relationships (Hall & Bracken,
1996; Milevski, Schlechter, & Machlev, 2011). Steinberg and colleagues (1992) attributed these
children’s better academic performance to their authoritative parents’ encouragement to succeed
and become more involved in academic pursuits. Chan (2011) also suggested that authoritative
parents’ supportive responses to their children’s emotional expressions promoted effective
coping strategies. Further, Kristal (2005) found that children of authoritative parents were better
adjusted and enjoyed a more positive self-concept. Also, authoritative parenting fostered secure
attachment relationships between children and parents and a greater sense of autonomy
(Karavasilis, Doyle, & Markiewicz, 2003). These authors indicated that authoritative parents’
encouragement of their children’s autonomy coupled with behavior monitoring was related to
these children’s secure attachment.
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Meanwhile, children of authoritarian parents (i.e., parents who emphasize obedience and
allow little communication) showed both positive and negative outcomes in the literature. With
regard to positive outcomes, Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, and Dornbusch (1991) found that
these children performed well in school and were less likely than their peers to engage in deviant
behavior. These authors also found, however, that children of authoritarian parents lacked selfconfidence and reported low levels of social and academic abilities (Lamborn et al., 1991).
Additionally, elementary-aged Chinese children who were treated harshly by their parents
exhibited both proactive and reactive aggression (Xu, Farver, & Zhang, 2009). These authors
described proactive aggressive as being purposeful and reward-driven, whereas reactive
aggression was conceptualized as hostile and frustrated behavior in response to a threat.
Finally, children of permissive parents (i.e., parents who make few demands) also
exhibited negative symptoms and behaviors. For example, Kristal (2005) found that these
children displayed more externalizing and immature behaviors than children of authoritative or
authoritarian parents. In a study of internalizing and externalizing behaviors from early
childhood through adolescence, Williams and colleagues (2009) found that preschoolers with
permissive parents demonstrated more internalizing problems than other children. Additionally,
these authors demonstrated that adolescents with permissive parents were more likely to engage
in deviant activities (e.g., school misconduct, substance use). Further, children with permissive
parents showed poor impulse control and were more demanding than their peers (Kristal, 2005).
Much of the parenting literature focused on Baumrind’s (1971) classifications and their
relationship to children’s outcomes. Although these classifications were associated consistently
with children’s outcomes, the parenting behaviors that comprised each classification deserve to
4

be investigated further. In order to better understand children’s outcomes (especially regarding
their emotional and behavioral functioning), examining specific parenting behaviors was
necessary (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Further, researchers now focused more on how
parenting behaviors can differ across children within the same family unit as opposed to
examining between family differences. Thus, more work needed to be done to examine
differential parenting within the family. This study examined how parents’ perceptions of
differential treatment of their children related to these children’s emotional and behavioral
functioning.
Differential Parenting
Regardless of the parenting behaviors that parents use, they do not always treat their
individual children in exactly the same way, a concept labeled as differential parenting. For the
purposes of this study, differential parenting was defined as the way in which parents treat two or
more children in the same family differently (Turkheimer & Waldron, 2000). The concept of
differential parenting is not a new one. For example, Alfred Adler’s individual psychology
focused on an individual’s position relative to others. Specifically relevant to the current study,
Adler examined children’s relationships to their siblings as a predictor of psychosocial outcomes.
He posited that parents’ differential treatment of siblings resulted in jealousy and rivalry in the
sibling relationship; these characteristics affected later life choices and personality development
(Booth, Crouter, Bianchi, & Seltzer, 2008). A more recent view of the origin of differential
parenting came from the family systems perspective. This theory posited that differential
treatment of siblings in the same family stemmed from individual child characteristics (e.g., age,
gender, temperament) that differed across siblings (Jeon, 2008; McHale & Pawletko, 1992;
5

Salmon, Shackelford, & Michalski, 2012). Family systems theory further suggested that
conflicts within the family (e.g., divorce, illness) created alliances between parents and children,
thereby affecting parents’ relationship with their other children and resulting in differential
treatment (Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 1994; Frank, 2007; Wolf, Fisman, Ellison, & Freeman,
1998; Young & Ehrenberg, 2007).
When considering individual child characteristics that were related to differential
treatment of siblings, the most widely studied child characteristic was gender. For example,
Dunn, Bretherton, and Munn (1987) found that mothers discussed feelings more frequently with
their 18-month old girls than with their 18-month old boys. Further, Cervantes and Callanan
(1998) observed that mothers were likely to use emotional explanations (e.g., ‘he feels sad
because he hurt himself’) with their preschool sons but only emotional labels (e.g., ‘he feels sad’)
with their preschool daughters. Another line of research indicated that parents, particularly
fathers, spent more time with same-sex children (Crouter, Manke, & McHale, 1995; Tucker,
McHale, & Crouter, 2003). This increased time could lead to differential treatment.
Another child characteristic that was hypothesized to influence parents’ treatment of
children within the same family was child age. Research in this area was mixed. Some studies
indicated that younger siblings were favored (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Harris & Howard,
1985), whereas other research suggested that older siblings enjoyed more privileges due to their
increased responsibilities (Hilton, 1967). Furman and Lanthier (2002) also demonstrated that
first born children were more susceptible to parental influence than later born children.
Attempting to understand family dynamics, Feinberg, Neiderhiser, Simmens, Reiss, and
Hetherington (2000) posited that older siblings compared their treatment with younger siblings to
6

secure their place of dominance, whereas younger siblings compared to obtain privileges similar
to those enjoyed by older siblings.
Another line of research explored children’s personality traits as potential moderators of
parents’ differential treatment (see Aunola & Nurmi, 2005; Lengua & Kovacs, 2005; McGuire,
Dunn, & Plomin, 1995). These studies demonstrated that children’s behavior problems predicted
more negative parenting behaviors (Caspi & Moffit, 1995; Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Criss,
2001). Further, irritability in infancy and toddlerhood also was associated with negative
parenting practices, such as unresponsiveness, harsh control (Bates, Pettit, Dodge, & Ridge,
1998), and inconsistent discipline (Lengua & Kovacs, 2005). This line of research posited that
children’s temperament (and behavior problems, in particular) led parents to demonstrate
differential treatment.
Thomas, Chess, and Birch (1968) defined temperament as the “characteristic tempo,
rhythmicity, adaptability, energy expenditure, mood, and focus of attention of a child,
independent of the context of any specific behavior” (p. 4). Research showed that temperament
was a relatively stable construct that was biologically based and influenced by the environment
and individual experiences (Bates, 1989; Rothbart, Ahadi, & Evans, 2000). Thomas and Chess’
(1977) finding that temperament was established considerably by 2- to 3-months of age
supported its biological basis. Kristal (2005) demonstrated that children’s temperament affected
their development and behavior as well as the behavior of those around them. Thus, children’s
temperament may play a role in the parent-child relationship by eliciting certain parenting
behaviors.
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Although many models of temperament were proposed, all models eventually described
three constellations of temperament. Individuals with an Easy Temperament demonstrated a
positive approach response to novel stimuli, adapted easily to changes in their environment, and
had a mild to moderately intense mood (Thomas & Chess, 1977). Individuals with a Slow-ToWarm-Up Temperament reacted mildly to positive and negative events and were slow to adjust
to changes in their environment. Finally, those with a Difficult Temperament withdrew from
novel stimuli, displayed predominantly negative and intense mood, and showed rigidity with
regard to change (Thomas & Chess, 1977). Further, Thomas and Chess (1977) stated that
children’s temperament influenced children’s reactions to parental practices and helped to shape
parents’ feelings toward the children themselves. Although the current study did not address
temperament specifically, more research will be needed to determine temperament’s potential
role in explaining differential parenting and parents’ perceptions of their children’s behaviors.
Thus, overall, research showed that parents interacted differently with each of their
children and that these discrepancies in treatment predicted differences in siblings’ social and
emotional development (Barrett-Singer & Weinstein, 2000; Brody, Stoneman, & MacKinnon,
1986; Dunn, Stocker, & Plomin, 1990). The literature in this area suggested that higher levels
of positivity (e.g., positive affect and non-biased responsivity) in the parent-child relationship
were associated with higher levels of self-esteem, positive affectivity, and prosocial behavior in
the sibling relationship. Conversely, research suggested that higher levels of parental negativity,
control, and intrusiveness were associated with more internalizing and externalizing behaviors
and conflict between siblings. These findings were demonstrated in children ranging from
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preschool to college age (Brody, Copeland, Sutton, Richardson, & Guyer, 1998; Dunn et al.,
1990; Kramer & Kowal, 2005; Volling & Belsky, 1992).
Children’s Understanding of Differential Parenting
Regardless of the origin of differential parenting, its implications for children deserved to
be examined. In discussing the causes and consequences of sibling relationship quality, Brody
(1998) suggested that, based on all theories of differential parenting, differential treatment
creates negativity in the sibling relationship by introducing anger and a sense of rivalry.
Research in this area confirmed this suggestion, concluding that sibling relationships were
characterized by less positivity and more negativity when parents showed unequal quantities of
positive and negative affect, responsiveness, and intrusiveness to their different children (Brody
et al., 1986; McHale, Crouter, McGuire, & Updegraff, 1995; Stocker, Dunn, & Plomin, 1989).
Although differential parenting can create negativity and a sense of rivalry in the sibling
relationship, there were instances where effective parenting required differential treatment.
For example, Brody (1998) suggested that differential treatment of children was not
always negative but, in fact, can be a sensitive practice. For example, 10-year old and 15-year
old children would be at different developmental levels and, thus, would require differing levels
of structure and guidance from their parents. Further, children with physical disabilities may
need more parental resources than their typically developing siblings. As these examples
illustrate, differential parenting actually may be appropriate in many instances. The harm that
was associated commonly with parents’ differential treatment comes with children’s perception
of unfairness regarding this treatment, however (Brody, 1998). When children perceived that
their parents were employing differential treatment, they may feel less valued or that their
9

parents were less concerned for them in comparison to their siblings. Further, children may
question their self-perceptions, and sibling relationships may be strained (Kowal & Kramer,
1997). Kowal and Kramer (1997) found that children who reported being treated differently than
their siblings but perceived this treatment as fair enjoyed more positive sibling relationships.
This finding suggested that children’s attributions about their parents’ differential treatment (i.e.,
the legitimacy and fairness of the treatment) may explain how children were affected (McHale &
Pawletko, 1992).
In fact, research demonstrated that children were extremely perceptive about their family
environment and often were very accurate in their perceptions (Brody et al., 1986; Stocker,
Dunn, & Plomin, 1989). Further, Festinger’s (1954) seminal work on social comparisons
concluded that humans used comparisons of others’ opinions and abilities to gain information
about themselves. More recent research on social comparisons indicated that individuals
preferred to compare themselves with similar others (Wills, 1991). Thus, it was reasonable to
expect that siblings would compare themselves to each other, as they share genetic material and
environmental experiences. If children were treated differently relative to their siblings and they
perceived this differential treatment as being unfair, children’s adjustment may be compromised.
To illustrate this point, McHale, Updegraff, Jackson-Newsom, Tucker, and Crouter (2000) found
that children’s fairness ratings of differential treatment (as opposed to the presence or absence of
perceived differential treatment) were tied systematically to outcomes, such as self-esteem and
positivity in the sibling relationship. Similarly, Kowal and colleagues (2002) found that,
although differential parental control was associated with more externalizing problems in 11- and
14-year old siblings, these siblings experienced lower levels of internalizing problems and
10

greater self-worth when they reported that this differential treatment was fair. Thus, children’s
perceptions played an important role in the development of negative symptoms in the context of
parents’ differential treatment.
Effects of Differential Parenting
Given these findings, it was important to consider just how parents’ differential treatment
may be related to children’s difficulties in multiple domains. Many studies were conducted that
focused on the detrimental effects of parents’ differential treatment on siblings’ relationships (see
Brody et al., 1994; McHale, Crouter, McGuire, & Updegraff, 1995). These studies indicated that
children could harbor feelings of anger and resentment when they felt that their parents were
responding in more positive ways to their siblings relative to themselves. Further, higher levels
of positivity in parent-child relationships were linked to more prosocial behavior and positive
affectivity in the sibling relationship. Conversely, negativity in parent-child relationships was
associated with more self-protective, aggressive behaviors between siblings (Brody et al., 1994).
In addition to straining sibling relationships, parents’ differential treatment negatively
impacted parent-child relationships. As noted above, children’s perceptions of the fairness and
justifiability of parents’ differential treatment predicted their responses to this treatment (McHale
& Pawletko, 1992). Kowal, Krull, and Kramer (2004) corroborated this finding and showed that
the magnitude of parents’ differential treatment was associated with more negativity in parentchild relationships, but only when children perceived this treatment as unfair. These authors
stressed the importance of obtaining all family members’ perceptions of differential treatment
and recommended that families have open discussions regarding potential reasons for such
treatment. In such family meetings, parents could provide children with plausible reasons for
11

their differential treatment, allowing children to understand, challenge, or accept these behaviors.
The fact remained that some children perceived differential treatment from their parents as unfair
and subsequently experienced negative consequences.
In a longitudinal study, McGuire and colleagues (1995) examined mothers’ perceptions
of their own differential treatment of their 4-year old children and these children’s externalizing
problems three years later. Higher reports of differential treatment (including differential
attention and discipline) were associated significantly with mother and teacher reports of
children’s externalizing problems. Volling and Elins (1998) also found that preschool children
exhibited greater internalizing and externalizing problems when their mothers and fathers
disciplined them more frequently and harshly than their younger siblings. Negative
consequences, including more negativity, also were noted for children who ranged in age from 5to 10-years and who perceived parents’ differential treatment as unfair (Boyle, Jenkins,
Georgiades, Cairney, Duku, & Racine, 2004; Brody, Stoneman, & McCoy, 1992; Stocker et al.,
1989) and fewer prosocial interactions (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2008; Bryant & Crockenberg,
1980) in the sibling relationship. Thus, the literature in this area confirmed that perceptions of
parents’ differential treatment were associated with emotional and behavioral difficulties in early
and middle childhood.
More recently, research focused on more long-lasting effects of parents’ differential
treatment. Investigators examined how being treated differently relative to a sibling was related
to academic success, emotional well-being, and other psychological variables. Specifically,
Tamrouti-Makkink, Semon-Dubas, Gerris, and van Aken (2004) studied adolescents’ perceptions
of parents’ differential treatment and found that adolescents who reported experiencing more
12

discipline and less warmth than their siblings reported lower levels of self-esteem and greater
internalizing problems. These authors noted that their design was cross-sectional, however.
Richmond, Stocker, and Rienks (2005) conducted a longitudinal analysis examining the effects
of parents’ differential treatment on sibling relationship quality and externalizing factors over
time. These authors found that, as adolescents were less favored than their siblings over the
course of a six-year period, their externalizing problems increased. Additionally, those siblings
whose relationships improved over time reported lower levels of depressive symptoms
(Richmond et al., 2005).
It followed logically that parents’ differential treatment would continue to affect
adolescents as they go through college. The transition to college can be challenging for
adolescents, as it can serve as a time of growing autonomy and added responsibility (Arnett,
2000). College students’ perceptions of differential treatment were studied and were related
significantly to negative outcomes. For example, Barrett-Singer and Weinstein (2000) examined
Asian American and European American college students’ perceptions of their parents’
differential affection and control. They found that the students who reported more differentially
favorable treatment (i.e., more affection and less control) also reported greater academic
achievement, intellectual ability, and global self-worth.
Brody and colleagues (1998) also studied psychological symptoms in relation to parents’
favoritism in a group of college students. Brody and colleagues (1998) defined favoritism as “a
family process in which parents treat, or are perceived to treat, one or some of their children
more positively than they do their other children” (p. 269). Thus, disfavored children were those
who were singled out for differential negative treatment. These authors found that disfavored
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college students reported more fear in response to interpersonal vignettes and more shame on the
Personal Feelings Questionnaire 2 (PFQ2; Harder & Zalma, 1990) than favored students. Brody
and colleagues (1998) stated that these findings highlighted disfavored late adolescents’ risk for
internalizing problems. They hypothesized that these individuals internalized the view that they
were in some way bad or that they deserved to be disfavored. Overall, research showed that
parents’ differential treatment was related to children’s negative outcomes (especially when it
was perceived as unfair) from preschool to college.
The Mediating Role of Attachment
Given the breadth of research demonstrating the negative relationship between
differential treatment and negative outcomes, investigators were interested in how parents’
differential treatment can be detrimental to children and adolescents. Factors such as age
(McHale et al., 2000; Mills & Rubin, 1992; Roskam & Meunier, 2009), gender (Block, 1983;
Vandenplas-Hopler, Roskam, & Pirot, 2006), and children’s personality traits (Aunola & Nurmi,
2005; Lengua & Kovacs, 2005; McGuire et al., 1995) were examined with mixed results.
Although it may hold that children’s characteristics (e.g., temperament, gender) were related to
the degree of parents’ differential treatment, this study investigated how parents’ perceptions of
their differential treatment were associated with their perceptions of their children’s internalizing
and externalizing problems. Further, many studies focused on parents’ differential treatment, its
effects on psychological well-being, and potential moderators (i.e., child characteristics).
Nonetheless, there was a relative lack of investigation into potential mediators of this
relationship. The present study examined attachment as a possible mechanism by which parents’
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differential treatment was related to their perceptions of their children’s internalizing and
externalizing problems.
Attachment in the Parent-Child Relationship
John Bowlby’s attachment theory provided a sound framework for investigating parentchild relationships and was considered a vital theory for personality and social-emotional
development (Colin, 1996; Weinfield, Sroufe, Egeland, & Carlson, 1999). Bowlby (1969)
asserted that infants’ attempts to maintain proximity to their caregivers provided an indication of
attachment. Caregivers provided infants with a sense of comfort and support while also serving
as a secure base (i.e., a source from which the infant could separate and explore while being able
to return when necessary; Bowlby, 1978). Attachment behaviors did not only serve to maintain
proximity to caregivers but also taught young children about themselves and about the world in
which they live (Bowlby, 1988a).
Internal working models were created from the information that children received when
interacting with their caregivers. These working models then dictated how children viewed
themselves and their environments (Bowlby, 1988a). Individuals’ internal working models
changed throughout the course of their lives, and attachment behaviors continued to be exhibited
into adulthood (Bowlby, 1988b). Bowlby further hypothesized that attachment relationships
were associated with psychological symptoms (e.g., depression, anxiety) when caregivers were
not providing a secure base (Bowlby, 1978).
Extending the seminal work of John Bowlby, Mary Ainsworth sought to classify infants
into attachment categories when using direct observations. Ainsworth and colleagues worked
with mothers and their babies in Uganda and Baltimore, Maryland, to understand individual
15

differences in attachment patterns (Ainsworth, 1967). Infant behaviors, such as crying, clinging
to the mothers, and disinterest, as well as mothers’ behaviors toward their infants were coded to
classify infants who were attached securely, attached insecurely, and who did not yet show clear
attachment patterns. Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) refined their observational
technique and developed the Strange Situation, an efficient way to measure attachment security.
Briefly, the Strange Situation involved a laboratory procedure in which caregivers and their
infants participated in play, separation, and reunion sequences.
Based on classifications from the paradigm, children with a secure attachment style
showed distress upon separation from their caregiver but were able to be comforted easily upon
reunion (Ainsworth et al., 1978). In contrast, children with an anxious-avoidant attachment style
(i.e., one type of insecure attachment) showed no distress when separated from their caregiver
and interacted readily with a stranger (i.e., a confederate). These children did not exhibit emotion
when reunited with their caregivers (Ainsworth et al., 1978). Finally, children who were
characterized as having a resistant or ambivalent attachment style (i.e., another type of insecure
attachment) experienced great distress upon separation from their caregiver and were not able to
be calmed or soothed even though they sought close physical proximity upon reunion
(Ainsworth et al., 1978). Adding to the seminal work of John Bowlby and then Mary Ainsworth,
Main and Solomon (1986) proposed that some children did not fit into the aforementioned
classifications; these children displayed a mix of behaviors. Further, these children were
described as being in a daze and appeared confused or apprehensive in the presence of caregivers
(Main & Solomon, 1986). According to these authors, these ‘disorganized’ or ‘disoriented’
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children’s attachment behaviors were thought to be due in part to their caregivers’
inconsistencies.
Research showed that most children enjoyed a secure attachment relationship but that
some exhibited insecure styles. Even fewer children experienced the more distressing
disorganized style, sometimes known as dysregulated attachment. The Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-Fourth Edition-Text Revision (DSM-IV-TR; American
Psychiatric Association, 2000) included a Reactive Attachment Disorder diagnosis to describe
those children who experienced distressed attachment, but many in the field were dissatisfied
with this classification and consequently created alternative descriptions (Boris, Zeanah, Larrieu,
Scheeringa, & Heller, 1998). Studies were conducted currently to disentangle the mechanisms
behind dysregulated and insecure attachment styles given the propensity of these styles to carry
over into future relationships (Bowlby, 1988b).
Attachment Across the Lifespan
Since researchers such as Bowlby, Ainsworth, and others introduced the main tenets of
attachment theory, studies were conducted to examine the effects of parent-infant relationship
quality on infants’ development into childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. Beginning in
infancy, those classified as secure enjoyed more adaptive outcomes (relative to those classified
as insecure or dysregulated). Schore (2001) indicated that infants with a secure attachment
relationship learned effective coping strategies from the consistent, predictable interactions that
they had with their caregivers. These organized, consistent interactions led to increased emotion
regulation in infants and the development of adaptive, emotional communication between infants
and their caregivers (Schore, 2001). Further, when infants experienced consistency from their
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caregivers, they gained a sense of security while learning simultaneously that curiosity was
encouraged (Grossman, Grossman, & Zimmerman, 1999). Research in this area demonstrated
that the primary attachment figure was fundamental in determining infants’ attachment style.
As mentioned above, Bowlby (1988a) proposed that infants forged internal working
models based on their interactions with their primary caregivers and that this model provided
information about the self as well as the environment. If infants learned through experience that
their caregivers were available and responsive whenever necessary, they built a certain
confidence in that figure. Bowlby (1988a) suggested that this confidence built throughout
infancy, childhood, and adolescence and was carried into adulthood. Further, the internal
working models that were created based on interactions with caregivers translated to other
relationships as well (e.g., peers and romantic partners; Bowlby, 1973). In fact, one of
attachment theory’s principal tenets was that internal working models transformed into social
information processing patterns. These models were either favorable or unfavorable (based on
the security of the attachment relationship) and led to either adaptive or maladaptive social
information processing patterns (Dykas & Cassidy, 2011).
Attachment theory (about the development of internal working models of the self, the
attachment figure, and relationships) was conceptualized as a ‘bridge’ between infants’
experience of sensitive or insensitive care and subsequent beliefs and expectations regarding
later relationships (Dweck & London, 2004; Thompson, 2008). Bowlby (1973) argued that
internal working models were sophisticated. They were tested by evidence gained from
experience, examined for inconsistencies, and used to make predictions for future relationships.
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Thompson (2008) also posited that individuals formed new relationships and subsequently
behaved in ways that were consistent with (and helped to confirm) their internal working models.
For example, children with secure attachments may expect friendliness and
responsiveness from unfamiliar children based on how they have internalized their interactions
with their caregivers. Because children with secure attachments were likely to enter into
relationships in a positive manner, unfamiliar children were more likely to reciprocate this
behavior and confirmed the expectations of securely attached children. Conversely, children
with insecure attachments may be aloof and apprehensive when interacting with unfamiliar
children and subsequently prompt the expected level of unfriendliness from unfamiliar children.
Bowlby did not use the term ‘schema’ when referring to how internal working models come to
predict future behavior. Nonetheless, he suggested that individuals had a tendency to perceive
their world (especially their social world) in ways that were consistent with the information that
they gathered from their primary attachment relationship (Bowlby, 1973).
In recent decades, attention turned to the importance of attachment across the life span.
Using Bowlby’s concept of a secure base, Feeney and Thrush (2010) suggested that adults
supported a relationship partner’s exploration, goal-driven behavior, and personal growth by
providing a secure base. These authors stated that the secure base must be available in the event
that it was needed, must not interfere unnecessarily with exploration, and must encourage and
accept exploration. Because research demonstrated that early attachment relationships with
caregivers had important consequences for future relationships (see Hazan & Shaver, 1987), it
was essential to measure attachment security in adulthood.
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The Adult Attachment Interview (AAI; George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985) was the most
widely used and validated assessment of adult attachment and focused on the coherence of
adults’ portrayals of their childhood relationships with their parents. Research demonstrated that
adults’ attachment style (as measured by the AAI) was associated with the quality of their
romantic relationships (Holland & Roisman, 2010; Treboux, Crowell, & Waters, 2004). In
addition to predicting functioning in attachment-related interpersonal contexts, adults’
attachment classifications predicted functioning in other areas. For example, adults and
adolescents classified as secure enjoyed higher quality first-time interactions with peers (Feeney,
Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse, 2008) and had higher quality peer relationships in general (Allen,
Moore, Kuperminc, & Bell, 1998; Zimmerman, Maier, Winter, & Grossmann, 2001).
Attachment remained important across the lifespan. In this study, attachment was proposed to
mediate the relationship between parents’ differential treatment of their children and their
perceptions of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems.
Young Child Outcomes
As detailed above, the effects of parents’ differential treatment can be pervasive and
long-lasting. The current study investigated young children’s internalizing and externalizing
problems by asking parents to provide ratings of their young children’s emotional and behavioral
functioning. Internalizing problems were considered to be those behaviors that were directed
inward and included withdrawal, anxiety, psychosomatic complaints, low self-worth, and social
regression (Achenbach, 1978; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). Externalizing problems were
considered to be those behaviors that were directed outward and included aggression, irritability,
hyperactivity, and temper tantrums (Achenbach, 1978; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001).
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Children’s perceptions of their parents also were important in the development of
socioemotional well-being. When children perceived that their parents were rejecting them (i.e.,
expressing overt hostility and aggression or ignoring them), they developed low self-esteem and
experienced difficulty with establishing relationships with others (Betts, Gullone, & Allen,
2009). A meta-analysis by Khaleque and Rohner (2002) demonstrated that parental rejection had
consistently negative effects on the emotional and behavioral functioning of children across
cultures. Further, parental rejection was identified as a vulnerability factor in the development
of adolescent depression (Muris, Schmidt, Lambrichs, & Meesters, 2001; Robertson & Simons,
1989). Research showed that children’s perceptions of parental rejection were associated with
negative socioemotional consequences.
Just as rejecting parenting practices were related to negative child outcomes, parental
overprotection also was associated with such outcomes. Overprotective parenting was described
as parents’ having an unnecessary concern for their child, close physical and emotional
proximity, and denial of independence-seeking behavior (Thomasgard, Metz, & Edelbrock,
1995). This type of parenting included protective behavior that was considered excessive given
a child’s developmental level (Thomasgard et al., 1995). In a study of Dutch early adolescents,
Oldehinkel, Veenstra, Ormel, de Winter, and Verhulst (2006) found that these adolescents’
perceptions of parental overprotection were associated positively with depressive symptoms. In
addition to depression, overprotective parenting was linked consistently to social anxiety (Bruch,
Heimberg, Berger, & Collins, 1989; Greco & Morris, 2002; Spokas & Heimberg, 2009).
Similarly, DeHart, Pelham, and Tennen (2006) demonstrated that young adult children who
endorsed experiencing more parental overprotection also reported lower levels of self-esteem.
21

Overprotective parenting also was associated with increased internalizing problems in young
children, including inhibited temperament and shyness (Barrett, Rapee, Dadds, & Ryan, 1996;
McShane & Hastings, 2009). Overprotective parenting and children’s internalizing problems
could co-occur because children were prevented from exploring and experiencing novel
stimulation, thereby inhibiting the development of coping strategies (Bayer, Sanson, &
Hemphill, 2006).
Another parenting practice that was associated with child outcomes and was relevant to
this study was parental favoritism. As mentioned above, favoritism was conceptualized as a
family process in which parents treated, or were perceived to treat, one or some of their children
more positively than other children (Brody et al., 1998). Like differential parenting, parental
favoritism was influenced by multiple factors (e.g., child gender, birth order). Brody and
colleagues (1998) posited that perceiving oneself as the ‘disfavored’ sibling put adolescents at
risk for internalizing problems. Disfavored siblings questioned their self-worth when they saw
their parents engaging in more positive interactions with favored siblings. Taken together,
research in this area demonstrated that parenting behaviors were related to children’s emotional
and behavioral functioning. This study examined those parenting behaviors that differed within
the family and that predicted young children’s emotional and behavioral problems.
The Present Study
Research demonstrated that parents treated their individual children differently and that
this differential treatment was related to children’s social and emotional development (BarrettSinger & Weinstein, 2000; Brody et al., 1986; Dunn, Stocker, & Plomin, 1990). Research also
showed that children were consciously aware of their parents’ differential treatment and viewed
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the treatment more negatively if such treatment also was perceived as unfair (McHale &
Pawletko, 1992; Kowal & Kramer, 1997). Recently, research focused on the long-term effects of
differential parenting and found that it was related to multiple domains of functioning, such as
academic success (Barrett-Singer & Weinstein, 2000), sibling rivalry (Boyle et al., 2004; Brody,
Stoneman, & McCoy, 1992; Stocker et al., 1989), and self-esteem (Sheehan & Noller, 2002;
Tamrouti-Makkink et al., 2004).
Many studies examined potential moderators associated with differential parenting (e.g.,
age, gender), but there was much less examination of mediating variables. Sheehan and Noller
(2002) studied adolescent Australian twins’ attachment style as a mediator between their
perceptions of differential parenting treatment and their adjustment. These authors indicated that
more research in this area was necessary, particularly with non-twin siblings and with a more
culturally diverse sample. Early attachment relationships were crucial for children and continued
to be important in social relationships across the lifespan (Bowlby, 1973; Dykas & Cassidy,
2011; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). As a result, the present study attempted to fill this gap in the
literature regarding potential mediating variables that could explain the relationship between
differential parenting and parents’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral
functioning. By examining parents’ differential treatment, attachment relationships, and parents’
perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning, this study advanced our
understanding of the relationship among these variables.
In particular, attachment was examined as a potential mediator in the relationship
between differential parenting and children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. It was
expected that parents’ level of differential treatment (broken down into dimensions of affection
23

and control) would predict significantly parent-child attachment quality (measured as model of
self and model of others). Higher scores on the model of self represented more anxious
attachment beliefs, whereas higher scores on the model of others represented avoidant
attachment beliefs. Specifically, it was expected that higher levels of differential parental
affection and control would be associated positively and significantly with parent-child
attachment quality. In turn, it was expected that parent-child attachment quality would predict
significantly parents’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning (i.e.,
their ratings of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems). It also was anticipated
that parents with a more secure attachment relationship would report lower levels of internalizing
and externalizing problems in their children.
Further, a hierarchical regression analysis was used to examine the relative contributions
of parents’ differential treatment and the parent-child attachment relationship in predicting their
children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. Thus, parents’ levels of differential affection
and control were entered in Block 1, and attachment quality was entered in Block 2 to predict
parents’ ratings of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. By investigating
how these variables were related, this study furthered the understanding of factors that were
associated with parents’ perceptions of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems.
It was hypothesized that the parent-child attachment relationship would mediate the relationship
between parents’ differential treatment and their ratings of their older and younger children’s
emotional and behavioral functioning.
Additionally, child temperament and parenting behaviors were examined in relation to
parents’ perceptions of their children. It was hypothesized that child temperament (i.e., levels of
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emotionality, activity, and sociability) would predict significantly parenting behaviors (i.e.,
positive, inconsistent, and punitive parenting). Specifically, it was hypothesized that higher
levels of emotionality and activity and lower levels of sociability would be related significantly
and positively with inconsistent and punitive parenting. It also was anticipated that higher levels
of emotionality and activity and lower levels of sociability would be related significantly and
negatively with positive parenting. In turn, it was hypothesized that higher levels of inconsistent
and punitive parenting and lower levels of positive parenting would be related significantly and
positively with parents’ perceptions of their older and younger children’s internalizing and
externalizing problems. A hierarchical regression analysis was used to examine the relative
contributions of these variables to children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. Thus,
facets of child temperament (i.e., emotionality, activity, and sociability) were entered in Block 1,
and parenting behaviors (i.e., positive, inconsistent, punitive) were entered in Block 2 to predict
parents’ perceptions of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems. It was
hypothesized that parenting behaviors would mediate the relationship between child
temperament and parents’ perceptions of their children.
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY
Participants
Data for the proposed study were collected from 143 parents who had two children
between the ages of 2- and 10-years. Parents were recruited from the community surrounding a
large Southeastern university from Facebook (via posted announcements) and from Craigslist
and Backpage (via posts in volunteer pages in various cities). In particular, 85.4% were recruited
from Craigslist, 11.1% were recruited from Backpage, and 3.5% were recruited from Facebook.
Across these sites, 1,254 parents opened the survey online, and 138 completed it. Further, eight
packets of study materials were sent to parents via postal mail, and five packets were completed
and returned. Given that only 11 fathers participated in this study, they were removed from the
sample. The suggested sample size for a regression analysis (p < .05) with 14 predictor variables
and statistical power of .80 was 130 participants for this study. This approximate sample size
was necessary to detect a medium (R = .36) effect size (Cohen, 1992).
Consistently, 132 mothers from various regions of the United States participated in this
study. Their mean age was 31.98-years (SD=5.01-years). The majority of the mothers was
Caucasian (77.3%), but mothers from a broad range of ethnic and racial backgrounds also were
sampled (i.e., 9.8% were African American, 8.3% were Hispanic, 2.3% were Asian American,
and 2.3% were Native American). The majority of mothers in this study reported being married
(65.9%), with fewer mothers reporting being single (12.1%), living with their partner (9.1%),
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being divorced (5.3%), being remarried (3.8%), being separated (2.3%), or being widowed
(0.8%).
With regard to educational background, the plurality of mothers reported completing
some college (38.6%). The remaining mothers reported a wide range of educational attainment
(i.e., 3.0% completed some high school, 16.7% received a high school diploma, 5.3% reported
vocational training, 24.2% received a college degree, 9.8% completed some post graduate
training, and 2.3% reported a doctorate degree). Pertaining to yearly income, the majority of
mothers were from families that made more than $70,000 (20.9%). The remainder of the
mothers endorsed that their families fell within other income brackets (i.e., 12.4% made less than
$10,000 yearly, 7.8% made $10,000-$20,000 yearly, 14.0% made $20,000-$30,000 yearly,
10.9% made $30,000-$40,000 yearly, 16.3% made $40,000-$50,000 yearly, 10.1% made
$50,000-$60,000 yearly, and 7.8% made $60,000-$70,000 yearly). Regarding the children being
rated, 50.8% of older children and 48.1% of younger children were male. The mean age of the
older children was 6.98-years (SD=2.27), and the mean age of the younger children was 4.36years (SD=2.16).
Procedure
Following IRB approval from the University of Central Florida, advertisements were
posted on Facebook and on the volunteer pages of Craigslist.com and Backpage.com. Parents
then were able to participate in this study via an online survey or were asked to contact the
Young Child and Family Research Clinic if they would like to participate. Participants who
chose to complete the study online were provided with a link that allowed them access to the
study materials. Once on the website, participants read a consent form and agreed to participate.
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They then accessed all questionnaires included in the study. Following their participation,
participants read a debriefing statement informing them of the study’s purpose. For parents who
could not complete the questionnaire online, a paper version of the research packet of
questionnaires was sent via postal mail. Participation in the study required approximately one
hour for parents to complete all study materials. Finally, all data were analyzed in group format,
and no individual packet was singled out for examination.
Measures
Demographics. Parents first filled out a demographics questionnaire with information

pertaining to themselves and their children. If parents had more than two children between the
ages of 2- and 10-years, they were asked to report on their eldest two children within that age
range. Demographic variables of interest included age, gender, ethnicity, occupation, birth order
of children, and other characteristics. See Appendix B for the demographics questionnaire.
Differential Parenting. In order to assess parents’ perceptions of differential treatment

given to their children, they were asked to complete the Sibling Inventory of Differential
Experience (SIDE; Daniels & Plomin, 1985). The SIDE measures sibling differential experience
in the domains of sibling interaction, parental treatment, peer characteristics, and events specific
to the individual. The domain of interest to this study was parents’ differential treatment. This
domain consists of four subscales: differential maternal affection, differential maternal control,
differential paternal affection, and differential paternal control. Since the SIDE was developed
for children, this scale was modified for parents’ use. Parents rated items on a scale ranging
from 1 (Toward Younger Child Much More) to 5 (Toward Older Child Much More). They were
instructed to report on differential treatment that occurred for their two identified children over
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the last year. All subscales of the SIDE (comprising 73 total items) were found to have high
two-week test-retest reliabilities ranging from .77 to .93 in a previous study (Daniels & Plomin,
1985). For this study, maternal affection and maternal control were examined. Internal
consistency was lower for maternal affection (.55) but good for maternal control (.70). See
Appendix C for the SIDE.
Parenting Behavior. The Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision (APQ-PR;

Clerkin, Marks, Policaro, & Halperin, 2007) was used to measure parenting behaviors. The
APQ-PR was derived from the original Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Frick, 1991;
Shelton, Frick, Wootton, 1996), a 42-item self-report measure of parenting behavior. The APQPR was utilized in this study because its three-factor structure was more robust than the fivefactor structure of the APQ (Clerkin et al., 2007). Further, the APQ-PR eliminated items that
only applied to older children. Given that the age range in this study extended down to 2-years
of age, the APQ-PR was utilized. This measure is made up of three factors: Positive Parenting
(i.e., parents’ warmth, support, involvement, and positive reinforcement), Negative/Inconsistent
Parenting (i.e., parents’ poor monitoring/supervision and inconsistent discipline), and Punitive
Parenting (i.e., parents’ ignoring, yelling, and corporal punishment). Items were rated on a 5point continuum ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always). Higher scores on the three factors
indicated more positive parenting behaviors, more negative/inconsistent parenting behaviors, and
more punitive parenting behaviors, respectively. Reliability was high in previous studies, with
Cronbach alphas of .82 for Positive Parenting, .73 for Negative/Inconsistent Parenting, and .63
Punitive Parenting.
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In this study, the overall composite scores for each of the three factors (i.e., Positive
Parenting, Negative/Inconsistent Parenting, and Punitive Parenting) were used. In this study, for
the older child, internal consistency was good for Positive Parenting (.74) and Negative/
Inconsistent Parenting (.80) but lower for Punitive Parenting (.54). With regard to scores for the
younger children, internal consistency was good for Positive Parenting (.84) and Negative/
Inconsistent Parenting (.80) but lower for Punitive Parenting (.53). Internal consistency for
Punitive Parenting may have been lower than the other two factors because its items were more
varied and less likely to be endorsed as occurring. For example, the Punitive Parenting scale
included items such as “You ignore your child when he/she is misbehaving” and “You yell or
scream at your child when he/she has done something wrong.” Further, it was possible that some
parents would utilize some punitive parenting practices but not others, leading to lower internal
consistency. See Appendix D for the APQ-PR.
Attachment. In order to determine the quality of parent-child attachment, participants

completed the Experience in Close Relationships scale (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998).
This questionnaire consisted of 36 items that were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(Disagree Strongly) to 7 (Agree Strongly). The ECR is made up of two 18-question subscales:
“model of self” and “model of others.” Higher scores on the model of self subscale represented
anxious attachment beliefs (i.e., more anxiety about being rejected by others, feeling unworthy in
personal relationships), whereas higher scores on the model of others subscale represented
avoidant attachment beliefs (i.e., avoidance of closeness with others, more distrust of others).
Because the Experience in Close Relationships scale was developed to measure romantic
attachment, it was modified for parents’ use. For example, “I prefer not to show a partner how I
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feel deep down” was modified to “My child prefers not to show me how he/she feels deep
down.” Participants were asked to fill out this questionnaire twice; they responded once about
their older child and once about their younger child. Internal consistency for the two subscales
of the ECR was reported as .91 and .94 for anxiety and avoidance, respectively; test-retest
reliability was reported as .91 and .90 for anxiety and avoidance, respectively (Brennan et al.,
1998; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). Both subscales (i.e., model of self and model of others)
were examined in this study. Internal consistency for scores generated for the older child was
excellent for anxiety (.90) and for avoidance (.95). Internal consistency for scores generated for
the younger children also was good for anxiety (.86) and for avoidance (.87). See Appendix E
for the ECR.
Children’s Temperament. The Emotionality Activity Sociability Temperament Survey

(EAS; Buss & Plomin, 1984) was used to assess child temperament. Parents were asked to rate
their children on three dimensions of temperament: emotionality (i.e., how easily a child
becomes upset or distressed), activity level (i.e., their child’s total energy output), and sociability
(i.e., the tendency for the child to prefer the presence of others to being alone; Buss & Plomin,
1984). The EAS consisted of 20 items and required parents to endorse items with a Likert scale
that ranges from 1 (Not typical of my child) to 5 (Very typical of my child). Cronbach alphas
ranged from .58 (sociability) to .83 (emotionality) in a previous study (Buss & Plomin, 1984).
Internal consistency was good for emotionality (.83), acceptable for activity (.66), and good for
sociability (.81) of the older child. Internal consistency was good for emotionality (.84), activity
(.70), and sociability (.78) of the younger child. See Appendix F for the EAS.
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Children’s Behavior Problems. To assess children’s emotional and behavioral functioning,

participants completed the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2000,
2001). Parents filled out a CBCL designed for children aged 1.5- to 5-years or 6- to 18-years,
depending on the ages of the children whom they were rating. Both CBCL questionnaires
contain more than 100 items and required parents to endorse 2 (Very or Often True), 1
(Somewhat or Sometimes True), or 0 (Not True) to questions regarding their children over the
past two months. Raw scores on the CBCL were converted to T scores. Because this study was
aimed at understanding parents’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral
difficulties, the Internalizing Problems and Externalizing Problems scales were used to measure
children’s current emotional and behavioral functioning. The Internalizing Problems scale score
was indicative of problems such as anxiety, depression, somatic complaints, emotional reactivity,
and withdrawal from social contacts. The Externalizing Problems scale score captured problems
such as attention and aggression.
The CBCL is used widely and demonstrated good validity and reliability. Achenbach
and Rescorla (2000) reported a Cronbach alpha of .89 for the Internalizing Problems scale and
.92 for the Externalizing Problems scale. Internal consistency was excellent for Internalizing
Problems (.92) and good for Externalizing Problems (.85) as measured in the older child.
Internal consistency was good for Internalizing Problems (.89) and excellent for Externalizing
Problems (.90) as measured in the younger child. See Appendix G for the CBCL 1.5-5 and 6-18.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
To provide a context for interpreting the endorsements on each of the study variables,
descriptive statistics (i.e., means and standard deviations) first were calculated and examined.
See Table 1. Regarding differential parenting behaviors, mothers in this study reported low
levels of differential affection (M=1.41, SD=1.82, with possible scores ranging from 0 to 8) and
differential control (M=1.83, SD=1.80, with possible scores ranging from 0 to 8). These scores
suggested that mothers endorsed items more toward their younger children. With regard to
parenting practices, mothers reported using positive parenting practices frequently with their
older (M=53.06, SD=4.54) and younger (M=53.08, SD=6.09) children, as scores were able to
range from 12 to 60. They reported moderate amounts of inconsistent parenting practices with
their older (M=18.16, SD=4.85) and younger (M=17.61, SD=5.00) children, as scores were able
to range from 7 to 35, and relatively few punitive parenting practices for their older (M=6.05,
SD=2.16) and younger (M=6.29, SD=2.09) children, as scores were able to range from 5 to 25.
With regard to attachment variables, mothers reported that their older (M=46.38,
SD=19.91) and younger (M=43.88, SD=15.97) children displayed moderate attachment anxiety,
as scores were able to range from 18 to 90. Similarly moderate ratings were provided for
attachment avoidance for older (M=32.47, SD=18.00) and younger (M=28.79, SD=11.43)
children, as scores were able to range from 18 to 90.
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With regard to the child temperament measure used in this study, mothers’ endorsements
suggested that older (M=18.35, SD=9.09) and younger (M=18.54, SD=9.25) children’s
emotionality was moderate, as scores were able to range from 7 to 35. Mothers rated their older
(M=24.91, SD=5.75) and younger (M=26.35, SD=5.37) children’s activity level as somewhat
high, as scores were able to range from 7 to 35. Finally, mothers rated their older (M=22.38,
SD=6.02) and younger (M=22.23, SD=6.06) children’s sociability somewhat highly, as scores
were able to range from 6 to 30.
In terms of children’s emotional and behavioral functioning, mothers reported
Nonclinical levels of internalizing problems (M=52.09, SD=12.17) and externalizing problems
(M=51.21, SD=12.66) on average for their older children. Ratings also were in the Nonclinical
range for younger children’s internalizing problems (M=48.72, SD=11.77) and externalizing
problems (M=50.36, SD=12.02) on average.
Differences in Mothers’ Ratings of Their Older and Younger Children
With regard to parenting practices, mothers reported using positive parenting practices
with their older child and younger child to a similar degree, t(104)=.14, p<.89. Mothers also
rated their inconsistent parenting practices with their older child and their younger child to a
similar degree, t(112)=1.63, p<.11. Finally, mothers rated punitive practices with their older
child and younger child similarly, t(125)= -.50, p<.62. With regard to attachment, mothers
reported similar levels of anxious attachment in their older child and their younger child, t(105)=
-1.46, p<.15. In contrast, they reported significantly more avoidant attachment behaviors for
their older child than for their younger child, t(98)= -2.28, p<.03.
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With regard to children’s temperament, mothers rated their older child and younger
child’s emotionality, t(120)= .39, p<.70, and sociability, t(119)= .12, p<.68, similarly. In
contrast, mothers rater their older child’s activity as significantly lower than that of their younger
child, t(123)= -2.05, p<.05. Finally, with regard to children’s emotional and behavioral
functioning, mothers reported significantly higher internalizing symptoms in their older child
than in their younger child, t(122)= -2.94, p<.01 (although mean scores for both groups fell
within the Nonclinical range). Mothers reported similar levels of externalizing problems in their
older child and younger child, t(122)= -.74, p<.46, however (with all of these mean scores falling
within the Nonclinical range).
Correlations
To examine the relationships among mothers’ differential affection and control; positive,
inconsistent, and punitive parenting styles; mother-child attachment characteristics; children’s
temperament; and children’s emotional and behavioral functioning, correlational analyses were
conducted. These correlations can be found in Table 2. Correlations that were of particular
interest to this study were discussed here.
With regard to mothers’ differential parenting practices and parent-child attachment
characteristics, mothers’ differential affection was related significantly and positively to anxiety
(r=.19, p<.05) and avoidance (r=.24, p<.02) in the attachment relationship between mothers and
their older child (as hypothesized). Contrary to hypotheses, mothers’ differential affection was
not associated significantly with anxiety (r=.12, p<.19) or avoidance (r=.03, p<.78) in the
attachment relationship between mothers and their younger child, however. Regarding
differential parental control, the relationships between differential control and the mother-child
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relationship were non-significant. Specifically, mothers’ differential control was not associated
significantly with anxiety (r=.13, p<.14) or avoidance (r=.04, p<.64) in the mother-older child
relationship. Similarly, mothers’ differential control was not associated significantly with
anxiety (r=.09, p<.30) or avoidance (r= -.00, p<.99) in the mother-younger child relationship.
With regard to attachment and children’s behavior problems, attachment anxiety in the
mother-older child relationship was related significantly and positively with mothers’ ratings of
internalizing problems (r=.46, p<.001) and externalizing problems (r=.42, p<.001) in their older
child. Attachment avoidance in the mother-older child relationship was related significantly and
positively with mothers’ ratings of internalizing problems (r=.31, p<.01) and externalizing
problems (r=.44, p<.001) in their older child. Attachment anxiety in the mother-younger child
relationship was related significantly and positively with mothers’ ratings of internalizing
problems (r=.52, p<.001) and externalizing problems (r=.27, p<.01) in the younger child.
Attachment avoidance in the mother-younger child relationship also was related significantly and
positively with mothers’ ratings of internalizing problems (r= .41, p<.001) and externalizing
problems (r=.29, p<.01) in their younger child.
As hypothesized, with regard to parenting and children’s temperament, inconsistent
parenting practices with the older child was correlated significantly with the older child’s
emotionality (r=.29, p<.01). Punitive parenting practices with the younger child were correlated
significantly with the younger child’s activity level (r= .19, p<.04) and with the younger
children’s emotionality (r=.18, p<.04). Additionally, with regard to parenting and children’s
behavior problems, inconsistent parenting with the older child was correlated significantly and
positively with mothers’ ratings of externalizing problems (r=.29, p<.01) in the older child.
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Inconsistent parenting with the younger child was correlated significantly and positively with
mothers’ ratings of internalizing problems (r=.27, p<.01) and externalizing problems (r=.23,
p<.02) in the younger child. Additionally, punitive parenting with the younger child was
correlated significantly and positively with mothers’ ratings of internalizing problems (r=.27,
p<.01) and externalizing problems (r=.29, p<.01) in the younger child.
As hypothesized, many of this study’s variables were related. Mothers’ differential
affection was correlated with attachment quality for older children but not for younger children.
Contrary to hypotheses, mothers’ differential control was not correlated with attachment for
older or younger children. Attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were correlated with
mothers’ ratings of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning, however. In general,
inconsistent parenting practices were correlated with difficulties for older children, whereas
punitive parenting practices were correlated with difficulties for younger children.
Mediations
Differential Parenting, Attachment, and Children’s Internalizing and Externalizing Problems. It

was hypothesized that children’s attachment security would mediate the relationship between
differential parenting and mothers’ ratings of their children’s internalizing and externalizing
problems. To test this hypothesis, meditational analyses were conducted. These analyses
followed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to mediational analysis. According to this
approach, mothers’ differential parenting must predict mother-child attachment security (path a)
as well as mothers’ ratings of their children’s internalizing or externalizing problems (path c). In
an additional regression equation, mother-child attachment security must predict mothers’ ratings
of their children’s internalizing or externalizing problems (path b). Further, when both
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differential parenting and mother-child attachment security are examined collectively, the
relationship between mothers’ differential treatment and their children’s internalizing or
externalizing problems must decrease to non-significance, demonstrating the mediational role of
attachment. It should be noted, however, that MacKinnon (2008) suggested that path c is not
necessary, citing that mediation may still be possible even if the relationship between the
independent and dependent variables is non-significant. As a result, this caveat also was
examined.

Figure 1: Mediation Model 1

Common Paths. To test path a (differential parenting predicting attachment), regression

analyses revealed that mothers’ ratings of their differential affection predicted significantly their
older children’s attachment anxiety, F (1, 115) = 4.17, p < .05, and their older children’s
attachment avoidance, F (1, 110) = 6.52, p < .02. In contrast, mothers’ ratings of their
differential affection did not predict significantly their younger children’s attachment anxiety,
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F(1, 115) = 1.72, p<.20, or avoidance, F(1, 110) = .08, p<.79. Further, mothers’ ratings of their
differential control did not predict significantly their older children’s attachment anxiety,
F(1,115) = 1.50, p<.24, or avoidance F(1,110) = 0.13, p<.92. Similarly, mothers’ ratings of their
differential control did not predict significantly their younger children’s attachment anxiety,
F(1,115) = 1.29, p<.26, or avoidance F(1,110) = 0.45, p<.71. Given these initial regression
analyses for path a, further paths were examined only for the relationships among differential
affection, attachment, and older children’s behavior problems.
Internalizing Problems. Regarding path b (attachment anxiety predicting internalizing

behaviors, see Figure 1), regression analyses demonstrated that older children’s attachment
anxiety predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s internalizing behavior
problems, F(1,108) = 28.79, p<.001. In testing path c (differential parenting predicting
internalizing problems), regression analyses demonstrated that mothers’ ratings of their
differential affection did not predict significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s
internalizing problems, F (1, 123) = 2.40, p < .13. Although differential affection did not predict
significantly older children’s internalizing problems, MacKinnon (2008) suggested that path c
was not necessary in establishing mediation. As a result, mothers’ differential affection and
attachment anxiety were examined collectively as predictors of older children’s internalizing
problems.
Thus, when examined collectively, mothers’ ratings of differential affection and their
older child’s attachment anxiety predicted significantly their ratings of their older child’s
internalizing problems, F (2, 108) = 14.57, p < .001. In particular, differential affection was not
a significant predictor (p<.50), whereas mothers’ ratings of their older child’s attachment anxiety
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was a significant predictor (p<.001). Thus, this pattern of findings suggested that mothers’
ratings of their older child’s attachment anxiety mediated the relationship between their ratings
of differential affection and their older child’s internalizing problems. The mediational value of
attachment anxiety was confirmed with a significant Sobel Test (z = -2.37, p < .004).
With regard to attachment avoidance predicting internalizing behaviors (alternate path b,
see Figure 1), regression analyses revealed that older children’s attachment avoidance predicted
significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s internalizing behavior problems, F(1,104)
= 10.89, p<.002. As noted above, in testing path c (differential parenting predicting internalizing
problems), regression analyses demonstrated that mothers’ ratings of their differential affection
did not predict significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s internalizing problems, F
(1, 123) = 2.40, p < .13.
When examined collectively, mothers’ ratings of differential affection and their older
child’s attachment avoidance predicted significantly their ratings of their older child’s
internalizing problems, F (2, 103) = 5.73, p < .01. In particular, differential affection was not a
significant predictor (p<.44), whereas mothers’ ratings of their older child’s attachment anxiety
was a significant predictor (p<.01). Thus, this pattern of findings suggested that mothers’ ratings
of their older child’s attachment avoidance mediated the relationship between their ratings of
differential affection and their older child’s internalizing problems. The mediational value of
attachment anxiety was confirmed with a significant Sobel Test (z = -2.19, p < .005). See Table
3.
Externalizing Problems. Regarding path b (attachment anxiety predicting externalizing

behaviors), regression analyses demonstrated that older children’s attachment anxiety predicted
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significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing problems, F(1,108) = 23.50,
p<.001. In testing path c (differential parenting predicting externalizing problems), regression
analyses demonstrated that mothers’ ratings of their differential affection did not predict
significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing problems, F (1, 123) = 0.83,
p < .37.
When examined collectively, mothers’ ratings of differential affection and their older
child’s attachment anxiety predicted significantly their ratings of their older child’s externalizing
behavior problems, F (2, 108) = 11.64, p < .001. In particular, differential affection was not a
significant predictor (p<.97), whereas mothers’ ratings of their older child’s attachment anxiety
was a significant predictor (p<.001). Thus, mothers’ ratings of their older child’s attachment
anxiety mediated the relationship between their ratings of differential affection and their older
child’s externalizing problems. The mediational value of attachment anxiety was confirmed with
a significant Sobel Test (z = -2.63, p < .003).
With regard to attachment avoidance predicting externalizing behaviors (alternate path
b), regression analyses demonstrated that older children’s attachment avoidance predicted
significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing problems, F(1,103) = 24.42,
p<.001. In testing path c (differential parenting predicting externalizing problems), regression
analyses demonstrated that mothers’ ratings of their differential affection did not predict
significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing problems, F (1, 123) = 0.83,
p < .37.
Then, collectively, mothers’ ratings of differential affection and their older child’s
attachment avoidance predicted significantly their ratings of their older child’s externalizing
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behavior problems, F (2, 103) = 12.12, p < .001. In particular, differential affection was not a
significant predictor (p<.83), whereas mothers’ ratings of their older child’s attachment
avoidance was a significant predictor of externalizing problems (p<.001). Thus, mothers’ ratings
of their older child’s attachment avoidance mediated the relationship between their ratings of
differential affection and their older child’s externalizing problems. The mediational value of
attachment avoidance was confirmed with a significant Sobel Test (z = -2.59, p < .003). See
Table 4.
Children’s Temperament, Parenting Behaviors, and Children’s Internalizing and Externalizing
Problems. It was hypothesized further that parenting behaviors (i.e., positive, inconsistent, and

punitive parenting) would mediate the relationship between children’s temperament and
mothers’ ratings of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems.
To test this hypothesis, mediational analyses were conducted. These analyses followed
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to mediational analysis. According to this approach,
children’s temperament must predict parenting behaviors (path a) as well as mothers’ ratings of
their children’s internalizing or externalizing problems (path c). In an additional regression
equation, parenting behaviors must predict mothers’ ratings of their children’s internalizing or
externalizing problems (path b). Further, when both children’s temperament and parenting
behaviors are examined collectively, the relationship between children’s temperament and
internalizing or externalizing problems must decrease to non-significance, demonstrating the
mediational role of parenting behaviors. It should be noted, however, that MacKinnon (2008)
suggested that path c is not necessary, citing that mediation may still be possible even if the
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relationship between the independent and dependent variables is non-significant. As a result,
this caveat also was examined.

Figure 2: Mediation Model 2

Common Paths. To test path a (children’s temperament predicting parenting behaviors),

regression analyses revealed that older children’s emotionality predicted significantly
inconsistent parenting, F (1, 121) = 8.76, p < .01, but did not predict significantly positive, F (1,
113) = 0.05, p < .84, or punitive, F (1, 124) = 0.09, p < .78, parenting. Older children’s activity
level did not predict significantly positive, F (1, 114) = 0.12, p < .73, inconsistent, F (1, 122) =
2.74, p < .11, or punitive, F (1, 126) = 2.13, p < .15, parenting. Also, older children’s sociability
did not predict significantly positive, F (1, 114) = 0.82, p < .37, inconsistent, F (1, 121) = 1.26, p
< .27, or punitive, F (1, 124) = 3.18, p < .08, parenting. Younger children’s emotionality
predicted significantly punitive parenting, F (1, 130) = 4.36, p < .04, but did not predict
significantly positive, F (1, 106) = 0.03, p < .96, or inconsistent, F (1, 111) = 1.27, p < .27,
parenting. Younger children’s activity level also predicted significantly punitive parenting, F (1,
43

121) = 6.37, p < .02, but also did not predict significantly positive, F (1, 108) = 0.37, p < .55, or
inconsistent, F (1, 113) = 0.01, p < .98, parenting. Younger children’s sociability did not predict
significantly positive, F (1, 105) = 1.68, p < .20, inconsistent, F (1, 111) = 1.26, p < .61, or
punitive, F (1, 120) = .26, p < .62, parenting. Given these initial regression analyses for path a,
further paths were examined only for the relationships among older children’s emotionality,
inconsistency, and behavior problems and younger children’s emotionality and activity level,
punitive parenting, and behavior problems.
Internalizing Problems. Regarding path b (inconsistent parenting predicting internalizing

behaviors), regression analyses demonstrated that inconsistent parenting predicted significantly
mothers’ ratings of their older children’s internalizing problems, F(1,117) = 4.15, p<.05. In
testing path c (older children’s emotionality predicting internalizing problems), regression
analyses demonstrated that older children’s emotionality predicted significantly mothers’ ratings
of their older children’s internalizing problems, F (1, 118) = 39.60, p < .001.
Then, when examined collectively, older children’s emotionality and inconsistent
parenting predicted significantly their ratings of their older children’s internalizing behavior
problems, F (2, 108) = 14.57, p < .001. However, older children’s emotionality drove the
relationship (p < .001), and inconsistent parenting did not prove to be a mediator (p < .24). See
Table 5.
With regard to punitive parenting predicting internalizing behaviors (alternate path b, see
Figure 2), regression analyses demonstrated that punitive parenting predicted significantly
mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing behavior problems, F(1,118) = 5.79, p
<.02. In testing path c (younger children’s emotionality and activity level predicting
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internalizing problems), regression analyses demonstrated that younger children’s emotionality
predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing problems, F (1,
116) = 23.82, p < .001. Younger children’s activity level did not predict significantly mothers’
ratings of younger children’s internalizing problems, F (1, 117) = 0.28, p < .60.
Then, when examined collectively, younger children’s emotionality and punitive
parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing
behavior problems, F (2, 112) = 13.09, p < .001. Younger children’s emotionality drove the
relationship (p < .001), and punitive parenting did not prove to be a mediator (p < .13).
Also, when examined collectively, younger children’s activity level and punitive
parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing
behavior problems, F (2, 113) = 4.14, p < .02. In particular, younger children’s activity level
was not a significant predictor (p<.30), whereas punitive parenting was a significant predictor of
internalizing problems (p<.01). Thus, punitive parenting mediated the relationship between
younger children’s activity level and mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing
behavior problems. The mediational value of punitive parenting was confirmed with a significant
Sobel Test (z = -2.44, p < .004). See Table 6.
Externalizing Problems. Regarding path b (inconsistent parenting predicting externalizing

behaviors), regression analyses demonstrated that inconsistent parenting predicted significantly
mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing behavior problems, F(1,117) = 10.48,
p<.01. In testing path c (older children’s emotionality predicting externalizing problems),
regression analyses demonstrated that older children’s emotionality predicted significantly
mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing problems, F (1, 118) = 41.29, p < .001.
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Then, when examined collectively, older children’s emotionality and inconsistent
parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s externalizing behavior
problems, F (2, 114) = 24.64, p < .001. Older children’s emotionality remained significant (p <
.001; not following a mediational pattern), and inconsistent parenting also was a significant
predictor (p < .01). See Table 7.
With regard to punitive parenting predicting externalizing behaviors (alternate path b),
regression analyses demonstrated that punitive parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings
of their younger children’s externalizing problems, F(1,118) = 10.23, p <.01. In testing path c
(younger children’s emotionality and activity level predicting externalizing problems), regression
analyses demonstrated that younger children’s emotionality predicted significantly mothers’
ratings of their younger children’s externalizing problems, F (1, 116) = 18.98, p < .001. Younger
children’s activity level also predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s
externalizing problems, F (1, 117) = 5.13, p < .03.
Then, when examined collectively, younger children’s emotionality and punitive
parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s externalizing
behavior problems, F (2, 112) = 14.22, p < .001. Younger children’s emotionality remained
significant (p < .001; not following a mediational pattern), and punitive parenting also was a
significant predictor (p < .02).
Also, when examined collectively, younger children’s activity level and punitive
parenting predicted significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s externalizing
problems, F (2, 113) = 6.96, p < .01. In particular, younger children’s activity level was not a
significant predictor (p<.11), whereas punitive parenting was a significant predictor (p<.01).
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Thus, punitive parenting mediated the relationship between younger children’s activity level and
mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s externalizing behavior problems. The mediational
value of punitive parenting was confirmed with a significant Sobel Test (z = -2.25, p < .005).
See Table 8.
Hierarchical Regression Analyses
For these analyses, it should be noted that mothers rated two of their children, and these
children would be likely to be more similar than two randomly sampled children. Because
independence of observation is an assumption common to most statistical analyses,
modifications were necessary for this study. Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was utilized to
address the non-independence of mothers’ ratings of their children. Such modeling allowed for
the examination of both within and between group differences.
Differential Parenting, Attachment, and Behavior Problems. Hierarchical regression analyses

were conducted to determine which variables were most important in predicting children’s
internalizing and externalizing problems. For these analyses, mothers’ differential affection and
control as well as mother-child attachment security (measured by the model of self and model of
others subscale of the ECR) served as predictor variables, and mothers’ ratings of their children’s
internalizing and externalizing problems served as the criterion variables. These analyses helped
to elucidate the relationships among mothers’ differential treatment, the mother-child attachment
relationship, and mothers’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning.
Internalizing Problems. For these analyses for older children, maternal differential

affection and control were entered in Block 1, and attachment (anxiety and avoidance) was
entered in Block 2 so that incremental variance could be examined. Maternal differential
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affection and control did not predict significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s
internalizing behavior problems, F (2, 94) = 1.00, p < .38, R2 = .02, in Block 1. When older
children’s attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered into Block 2, the regression equation
reached significance, F (4, 94) = 8.03, p < .001, R2 = .26. Attachment anxiety (p < .001) served
as a significant individual predictor of older children’s internalizing behavior problems. See
Table 9.
With regard to younger children, maternal differential affection and control were entered
in Block 1, and attachment (anxiety and avoidance) was entered in Block 2 so that incremental
variance could be examined. Maternal differential affection and control did not predict
significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing behavior problems, F (2,
93) = 1.82, p < .17, R2 = .04, in Block 1. When younger children’s attachment anxiety and
avoidance were entered into Block 2, the regression equation reached significance, F (4, 93) =
12.90, p < .001, R2 = .37. Attachment anxiety (p < .001) as well as attachment avoidance (p <
.03) served as significant individual predictors of younger children’s internalizing behavior
problems. See Table 10.
Externalizing Problems. For these analyses for older children, maternal differential

affection and control were entered in Block 1, and attachment (anxiety and avoidance) was
entered in Block 2 so that incremental variance could be examined. Maternal differential
affection and control did not predict significantly mothers’ ratings of their older children’s
externalizing behavior problems, F (2, 94) = 0.58, p < .57, R2 = .01, in Block 1. When older
children’s attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered into Block 2, the regression equation
reached significance, F (4, 94) = 8.37, p < .001, R2 = .27. Attachment anxiety (p < .01) as well as
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attachment avoidance (p < .01) served as significant individual predictors of older children’s
externalizing behavior problems. See Table 11.
With regard to younger children, maternal differential affection and control were entered
in Block 1, and attachment (anxiety and avoidance) was entered in Block 2 so that incremental
variance could be examined. Maternal differential affection and control did not predict
significantly mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s externalizing behavior problems, F (2,
93) = 0.40, p < .70, R2 = .09, in Block 1. When younger children’s attachment anxiety and
avoidance were entered into Block 2, the regression equation reached significance, F (4, 93) =
3.45, p < .02, R2 = .13. Younger children’s attachment anxiety (p < .02) and avoidance (p < .02)
served as significant individual predictors of younger children’s externalizing behavior
problems. See Table 12.
Children’s Temperament, Parenting, and Children’s Behavior Problems. Hierarchical

regressions also were conducted to determine the incremental variance of children’s
temperament (i.e., levels of emotionality, activity, and sociability) and parenting behaviors (i.e.,
positive, inconsistent, and punitive) in predicting mothers’ perceptions of their children’s
internalizing and externalizing problems. In particular, child temperament variables were
entered in Block 1, and parenting behaviors were entered in Block 2 so that incremental variance
could be examined.
Internalizing Problems. For these analyses, with respect to older children, older children’s

temperament predicted mothers’ ratings of these children’s internalizing problems, F (3, 95) =
14.62, p < .001, R2 = .32, in Block 1. In this block, older children’s emotionality (p<.001) served
as an individual significant predictor. When parenting behaviors were entered into Block 2, the
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regression equation remained significant and more variance was explained, F (6, 95) = 10.39, p <
.001, R2 = .41. In this block, older children’s emotionality (p<.001) as well as mothers’ positive
(p<.01) and inconsistent (p<.04) parenting served as individual predictors of older children’s
internalizing behavior problems. See Table 13.
With respect to younger children, younger children’s temperament predicted mothers’
ratings of their younger children’s internalizing problems, F (3, 82) = 5.14, p < .01, R2 = .16, in
Block 1. In this block, younger children’s emotionality (p<.001) served as a significant
individual predictor. When parenting behaviors were entered into Block 2, the regression
equation remained significant, F (6, 82) = 4.77, p < .001, R2 = .27. In this block, younger
children’s emotionality (p<.001) as well as mothers’ punitive parenting of the younger child
(p<.04) served as individual predictors of younger children’s internalizing problems. See Table
14.
Externalizing Problems. For these analyses, with respect to older children, older children’s

temperament predicted mothers’ ratings of these children’s externalizing problems, F (3, 95) =
10.36, p < .001, R2 = .25, in Block 1. In this block, older children’s emotionality (p<.001) served
as an individual predictor. When parenting behaviors were entered into Block 2, the regression
equation remained significant and more variance was explained, F (6, 95) = 6.74, p < .001, R2 =
.31. Older children’s emotionality (p<.001) remained the only significant individual predictor.
See Table 15.
With respect to younger children, younger children’s temperament predicted mothers’
ratings of these children’s externalizing problems, F (3, 82) = 4.69, p < .001, R2 = .15, in Block
1. In this block, younger children’s emotionality (p<.04) served as an individual predictor. When
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parenting behaviors were entered into Block 2, the regression equation remained significant and
more variance was explained, F (6, 82) = 4.39, p < .01, R2 = .26. In particular, young children’s
emotionality (p<.04) as well as mothers’ punitive parenting (p<.04) served as an individual
predictor of younger children’s externalizing problems. See Table 16.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION
This study aimed to further elucidate the relationships among differential parenting,
parenting variables, the parent-child attachment relationship, and young child outcomes. This
study was unique in that it examined attachment as a mediator in the relationship between
differential parenting of younger versus older children in the same family and children’s
emotional and behavioral functioning. Previous research indicated the importance of parenting
in the development of young children (Thomas & Chess, 1977), and recent studies focused on
within-family differences (instead of the more heavily investigated between-family differences;
Daniels & Plomin, 1985; Turkheimer & Waldron, 2000). Although previous studies investigated
potential moderators (e.g., age, gender) as they relate to within-family differences, there was a
lack of investigation of potential mediators. Consequently, this study sought to further this line
of research by combining variables including differential parenting, parenting behaviors, the
parent-child attachment relationship, children’s temperament, and children’s emotional and
behavioral functioning. Results of this study indicated that there were significant relationships
among these variables.
With regard to differential parenting, it was hypothesized that higher levels of differential
affection and control would be associated positively and significantly with parent-child
attachment quality (i.e., lower model of self and others). This hypothesis was supported only
partially, in that differential parental affection was related significantly and positively with
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anxiety as well as avoidance in the attachment relationship between parents and their older
children. In contrast, differential parental affection was not associated significantly with anxiety
or avoidance in the attachment relationship between parents and their younger children. This
finding highlighted the unique importance of the parent-child attachment relationship when a
younger sibling was present. This finding was consistent with previous research showing that
mothers showed less warmth and became more controlling of their firstborn children after the
birth of a second child (Bryant & Crockenberg, 1980; Teti, Sakin, Kucera, & Corns, 1996). Teti
and colleagues (1996) reported further that firstborns became more clingy, anxious, and
withdrawn and experienced more bedwetting and toileting problems after a sibling was born.
These findings as well as results from the current study suggested that older children were
sensitive to the effects of differential parenting when there was a younger child in the family.
Differential control was not associated with anxiety or avoidance in the attachment relationship
between parents and their older or younger children. Mothers reported low levels of differential
control in general, potentially explaining these insignificant findings.
It was hypothesized further that parent-child attachment quality would predict
significantly parents’ perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning (i.e.,
their ratings of their children’s internalizing and externalizing problems). It also was anticipated
that parents with a more secure attachment relationship would report lower levels of internalizing
and externalizing behavior problems in their children. As predicted, attachment anxiety and
avoidance in the parent-younger child relationship were related significantly and positively with
parent ratings of internalizing and externalizing behavior problems in the younger child. These
relationships were significant for the older child in the family as well. These results were
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consistent with studies suggesting that anxious and avoidant attachment styles were predictive of
behavior problems in middle childhood (Kochanska & Kim, 2013) and adolescence (Nataranjan,
2013; Pace & Zappulla, 2011).
Further, it was hypothesized that the parent-child attachment relationship would mediate
the relationship between parents’ differential treatment and their ratings of their older and
younger children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. This hypothesis was supported
partially. Older children’s attachment anxiety as well as avoidance mediated the relationship
between differential parental affection and parents’ ratings of their older children’s internalizing
behavior problems. These relationships did not prove significant for younger children, however.
These findings further stressed the unique importance of a healthy attachment relationship
between parents and their children, especially when there was a younger child present.
As hypothesized, it was found that child temperament was associated significantly with
parenting behaviors. In particular, older children’s emotionality was correlated significantly and
positively with inconsistent parenting practices of the older child. Further, younger children’s
activity level and emotionality were correlated significantly and positively with punitive
parenting practices of the younger child. These findings aligned with previous research showing
that parenting behaviors had a large influence on children’s emotional and behavioral
functioning (Kochanska, 1993). Putnam, Sanson, and Rothbart (2002) highlighted the
interaction between child temperament and parenting behaviors in yielding different
developmental outcomes. It was noted that children with “easy” temperaments (i.e., those who
exhibited less emotionality, were quick to establish routines) elicited more positive parenting
behaviors (Kyrios & Prior, 1990). In turn, children with “difficult” temperaments (i.e., those
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who were highly active, less routinized) elicited less responsive and more adversarial parenting
behaviors (van den Boom & Hoeksma, 1994). The causal processes of child temperament and
parenting behaviors complicate research in this area (Putnam et al., 2002), however, as it is likely
that there are bidirectional relationships that shape both children’s temperament and parenting
behaviors. The results of this study indicated that inconsistent parenting practices were related
specifically with older children’s emotionality, whereas punitive parenting was related with
younger children’s activity level and emotionality.
It was hypothesized further that higher levels of inconsistent and punitive parenting and
lower levels of positive parenting would be related significantly and positively with parents’
perceptions of their older and younger children’s internalizing and externalizing problems.
Consistent with these hypotheses, inconsistent parenting of the older child was correlated
significantly and positively with parent ratings of externalizing problems in the older child.
Inconsistent parenting of the younger child also was correlated significantly and positively with
parent ratings of internalizing and externalizing problems in the younger child. Additionally,
punitive parenting of the younger child was correlated significantly and positively with parent
ratings of internalizing and externalizing problems in the younger child. These findings were
consistent with a large body of literature showing that inconsistent and punitive parenting was
linked with the emergence of oppositional and aggressive behaviors in children (Danforth,
Barkley, & Stokes, 1991; Stormshak, Bierman, McMahon, & Lengua, 2000). Interestingly, and
contrary to the current study’s hypotheses and previous research, positive parenting was not
associated with parents’ ratings of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. It may
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be that inconsistent and punitive parenting were uniquely important in the understanding of
parents’ ratings of their children’s problems.
Further, it was hypothesized that parenting behaviors (i.e., positive, inconsistent, and
punitive parenting) would mediate the relationship between children’s temperament and parents’
ratings of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. These hypotheses were
supported only partially; punitive parenting mediated the relationship between younger
children’s activity level and mothers’ ratings of their younger children’s internalizing and
externalizing behavior problems. Again, it was found that punitive parenting was associated
uniquely with younger children’s temperament (in this case, activity level) and parents’ ratings
of these younger children’s internalizing and externalizing problems.
Taken together, the results of this study added to the literature regarding differential
parenting, parenting behaviors, parent-child attachment, children’s temperament, and parents’
perceptions of their children’s emotional and behavioral functioning. In particular, results
demonstrated that the parent-child attachment relationship is particularly important for older
children in families with a younger sibling present. Insecurity in the parent-older child
relationship fully mediated the relationship between differential parenting and parents’
perceptions of their older children’s internalizing behavior problems. Adjusting to a new sibling
can be challenging for children (Teti et al., 1996), and future research is needed to determine
how to ensure security in the parent-older child relationship. With regard to younger siblings,
this study corroborated existing research and found that punitive parenting was especially
important in predicting parents’ ratings of these children’s emotional and behavioral functioning.
Previous research demonstrated that younger children were more likely to experience punitive
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parenting than older children, potentially due to their smaller size (Dietz, 2000). Thus, future
research should investigate protective factors that may ensure more positive outcomes for these
children.
The results gleaned from the current study should be interpreted within the context of its
limitations, however. First, this study utilized parent self-report, and social desirability could
have influenced these ratings. Despite the anonymity assured to parents, they still may not have
been willing to disclose less than desirable feelings and behaviors. Further, it may be the case
that mothers’ responses may have been influenced by events that occurred with their children
just prior to participation (e.g., the older versus the young child having difficulty). Second, this
study’s participants were mainly married, Caucasian mothers, many of whom had completed at
least some college. Additionally, the majority of mothers in this study fell within relatively high
income brackets. This homogeneity decreased this study’s external validity and generalizability
to other populations. Results should be replicated in more heterogeneous samples in future
studies. It should also be noted that mothers did not report their total number of children but that
they were asked to rate their eldest two children between the ages of 2- and 10-years. This study
did not investigate differences between mothers with only two children and those who had
additional children. Additionally, previously researched moderators, such as gender and age of
the children or mothers’ marital and co-parenting status, were not investigated primarily in this
study. Future studies should continue to explore these variables as moderators or covariates in
order to better understand differential parenting.
Nonetheless, this study added to the literature investigating parenting and child outcomes.
Consistent with previous literature, this study demonstrated that many variables should be
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examined to best understand parents’ perceptions of their children. Regarding differential
parenting, previous research demonstrated that such differential treatment can lead to negative
child outcomes (Brody et al., 1986; McHale et al., 1995). This study added to this area of
research and showed that the attachment relationship between parents and older children in
particular was essential in understanding how differential parenting was related to parents’
perceptions of these children. Attachment was found to be a significant mediator in this
relationship, helping to fill the gap of such potential mediators in the literature. In addition, this
study corroborated previous findings that punitive parenting was uniquely important when
examining younger children’s behaviors and outcomes. Results highlighted the importance of
examining older and younger children in the same family and the specific parenting behaviors
that were most important in predicting outcomes for each.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
Variable

M

SD

Possible Range

Differential Paternal Affection

1.41

1.82

0-8

Differential Paternal Control

1.83

1.80

0-8

18.16

4.85

7-35

Punitive Parenting of Older Child

6.25

2.05

5-25

Positive Parenting of Older Child

53.06

4.54

12-60

Inconsistent Parenting of Younger
Child

17.61

5.00

7-35

Punitive Parenting of Younger Child

6.29

2.09

5-25

Positive Parenting of Younger Child

53.08

6.09

12-60

Older Child Attachment Anxiety

46.38

19.91

18-90

Older Child Attachment Avoidance

32.47

18.00

18-90

Younger Child Attachment Anxiety

43.88

15.97

18-90

Younger Child Attachment Avoidance

28.79

11.43

18-90

Older Child Emotionality

18.35

9.09

7-35

Older Child Activity

24.91

5.75

7-35

Older Child Sociability

22.38

6.02

6-30

Inconsistent Parenting of Older
Child
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Table 1
Variable

M

SD

Possible Range

Younger Child Emotionality

18.54

9.25

7-35

Younger Child Activity

26.35

5.37

7-35

Younger Child Sociability

22.23

6.06

6-30

Older Child Internalizing

52.09

12.17

23-100

Older Child Externalizing

51.21

12.66

23-100

Younger Child Internalizing

48.72

11.77

23-100

Younger Child Externalizing

50.36

12.02

23-100
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Table 2: Correlations Among Parents’ Differential Treatment, Parenting Behaviors, Attachment, and Young Child Outcomes
Variables

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Differential Parental
Affection

-

2. Differential Parental
Control

.29**

-

3. Inconsistent Parenting of
Older Child

.07

.09

-

4. Punitive Parenting of
Older Child

-.04

.09

.41***

-

5. Positive Parenting of
Older Child

-.28**

-.19*

-.10

-.21

-

.07

.11

.74***

.41***

.19

-

7. Punitive Parenting of
Younger Child

-.03

.08

.35***

.86***

-.21*

.42***

-

8. Positive Parenting of
Younger Child

-.26**

-.29**

-.11

-.34***

.65***

-.11

-.26**

-

9. Older Child Attachment
Anxiety

.19*

.11

.31**

.16

-.23*

.53***

.17

-.27**

-

10.Older Child Attachment
Avoidance

.24*

.01

.16

.14

-.34**

.15

.07

-.09

.15

-

11.Younger Child
Attachment Anxiety

.12

.11

.39***

.30**

-.07

.45***

.31**

-.16

.63***

.15

-

12.Younger Child
Attachment Avoidance

.03

-.04

.21*

.25**

-.21*

.22*

.20*

-.28**

.47***

.37***

.32**

-

13. Older Child Emotionality

.00

.11

.26**

-.03

.02

.20*

.01

.01

.27**

.16

.42***

.18

6. Inconsistent Parenting of
Younger Child
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13

-

Table 2
Variables

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

1.

Differential Parental
Affection
Differential Parental
Control
Inconsistent Parenting
of Older Child

-.20*

-.05

.14

-.15

.03

.14

.09

-.01

-.03

.03

.03

.04

.04

.06

.03

.03

-.11

-.08

.15

.10

.12

.08

-.07

.19*

.29**

.19*

.14

4.

Punitive Parenting of
Older Child

.13

.16

.16

.14

-.06

-.12

.15

.19*

.09

5.

Positive Parenting of
Older Child
Inconsistent Parenting
of Younger Child

.03

-.09

.03

-.01

-.09

-.22*

-.13

-.16

-.04

.10

.15

-.00

-.17*

.11

.18

.22*

.23*

.22*

7.

Punitive Parenting of
Younger Child

.10

.11

.20*

.23*

.05

.04

.18*

.22*

.28**

8.

Positive Parenting of
Younger Child

-.09

-.14

-.01

.06

-.05

-.08

-.05

-.04

.00

9.

Older Child
Attachment Anxiety

-.04

.04

.16

-.01

-.02

.46***

.42***

.42***

.23*

10. Older Child
Attachment
Avoidance
11. Younger Child
Attachment Anxiety

-.10

-.14

.04

-.08

.08

.31**

.44***

.27**

.08

.11

.10

.37**

.05

-.05

.24*

.38***

.52***

.27**

12. Younger Child
Attachment
Avoidance
13. Older Child
Emotionality

.06

.01

*
.08

-.07

.08

.20*

.19

.41***

.29**

.03

.03

.07

.04

.06

.50***

.51***

.15

.24*

2.
3.

6.
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Table 3. Mediational Regression Analyses for Differential Affection, Attachment, and Older
Children’s Internalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
Mediators: Older Children’s Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance
Differential Affection and Anxiety: F (1, 115) = 4.17, p < .05, r2 = .04
Differential Affection
.19
2.04
Anxiety and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 108) = 28.79, p < .001, r2 = .21
Anxiety

.46

5.37

p

.04*
.001***

Differential Affection and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 123) = 2.40, p < .13, r2 = .02
Differential Affection
-.14
1.55
.12
Differential Affection, Anxiety, and Internalizing Problems: F (2, 108) = 14.57, p < .001, r2 = .22
Differential Affection
Anxiety

.06
.45

.69
5.06

.49
.001***

Differential Affection and Avoidance: F (1, 110) = 6.52, p < .01, r2 = .06
Differential Affection
.24
2.55
Avoidance and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 103) = 10.89, p < .002, r2= .10

.01**

Avoidance
.31
3.30
.001**
Differential Affection and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 123) = 2.40, p < .13, r2 = .02
Differential Affection
-.14
1.55
.124
Differential Affection, Avoidance, and Internalizing Problems: F (2, 103) = 5.73, p < .005, r2 =
.10
Differential Affection
.08
.78
.44
Avoidance
.29
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

2.97
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.004**

Table 4. Mediational

Regression Analyses for Differential Parenting, Attachment, and Older
Children’s Externalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
Mediators: Older Children’s Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance
Differential Affection and Anxiety: F (1, 115) = 4.17, p < .05, r2 = .04
Differential Affection
.19
2.04
Anxiety and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 108) = 23.50, p < .001, r2 = .18
Anxiety

.42

4.85

p

.04*
.001***

Differential Affection and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 123) = 0.83, p < .37, r2 = .01
Differential Affection
.08
.91
.37
Differential Affection, Anxiety, and Externalizing Problems: F (2, 108) = 11.64, p < .001, r2 =
.18
Differential Affection
.00
.05
.96
Anxiety
.42
4.69
.001***
Differential Affection and Avoidance: F (1, 110) = 6.52, p < .01, r2 = .06
Differential Affection
.24
2.55
.01**
2
Avoidance and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 103) = 24.42, p < .001, r = .19
Avoidance
.44
4.44
.001***
Differential Affection and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 123) = 0.83, p < .37, r2 = .01
Differential Affection
.08
.910
.37
Differential Affection, Avoidance, and Externalizing Problems: F (2, 103) = 12.12, p < .001, r2 =
.19
Differential Affection
-.02
-.22
.82
Avoidance
.45
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

4.80
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.001***

Table 5. Meditational Regression Analyses for Children’s Temperament, Parenting Behaviors,
and Older Children’s Internalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
p
Mediator: Inconsistent Parenting
Older Emotionality and Inconsistent Parenting: F (1, 122) = 8.76, p < .01, r2 = .07
Older Emotionality
.26
2.96
.004**
2
Inconsistent Parenting and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 117) = 4.15, p < .05, r = .04
Inconsistent Parenting

.19

2.04

.04*

Older Emotionality and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 39.60, p < .001, r2 = .25
Older Emotionality
.50
6.29
.001***
Older Emotionality, Inconsistent Parenting, and Internalizing Problems: F (2, 114) = 19.27, p <
.001, r2 = .26
Older Emotionality
.48
5.76
.001***
Inconsistent Parenting
.10
1.20
.23
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 6. Meditational Regression Analyses for Children’s Temperament, Parenting Behaviors,
and Younger Internalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
p
Mediators: Younger Children’s Punitive Parenting
Younger Activity and Punitive Parenting: F (1, 121) = 6.37, p < .02, r2 = .05
Younger Activity
.23
2.52
.01**
2
Punitive Parenting and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 5.79, p < .02, r = .05
Punitive Parenting

.22

2.41

.02*

Younger Activity and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 117) = 0.28, p < .60, r2 = .00
Younger Activity
-.05
-.53
.60
Younger Activity, Punitive Parenting, and Internalizing Problems: F (2, 113) = 4.14, p < .02, r2 =
.07
Younger Activity
-.11
-1.14
.26
Punitive Parenting
.27
2.83
.006**
Younger Emotionality and Punitive Parenting: F (1, 210) = 4.75, p < .04, r2 = .04
Younger Emotionality
.20
2.18
.03*
2
Punitive Parenting and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 5.79, p < .02, r = .05
Punitive Parenting
.22
2.41
.02*
Younger Emotionality and Internalizing Problems: F (1, 116) = 23.82, p < .001, r2 = .17
Younger Emotionality
.41
4.88
.001***
Younger Emotionality, Punitive Parenting, and Internalizing Problems: F (2, 112) = 13.09, p <
.001, r2 = .19
Younger Emotionality
.38
4.34
.001***
Punitive Parenting
.14
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

1.55
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.12

Table 7. Meditational Regression Analyses for Children’s Temperament, Parenting Behaviors,
and Older Children’s Externalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
p
Mediator: Inconsistent Parenting
Older Emotionality and Inconsistent Parenting: F (1, 122) = 8.76, p < .01, r2 = .07
Older Emotionality
.26
2.96
.004**
Inconsistent Parenting and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 117) = 10.48, p < .01, r2 = .08
Inconsistent Parenting

.29

3.24

.002**

Older Emotionality and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 41.29, p < .001, r2 = .26
Older Emotionality
.51
6.42
.001***
Older Emotionality, Inconsistent Parenting, and Externalizing Problems: F (2, 114) = 24.64, p <
.001, r2 = .31
Older Emotionality
.47
5.89
.001***
Inconsistent Parenting
.21
2.65
.009**
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 8. Meditational Regression Analyses for Children’s Temperament, Parenting Behaviors,
and Younger Externalizing Problems
Regression/Variables
Beta
t
p
Mediators: Younger Children’s Punitive Parenting
Younger Activity and Punitive Parenting: F (1, 121) = 6.37, p < .02, r2 = .05
Younger Activity
.23
2.52
.01**
2
Punitive Parenting and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 10.23, p < .01, r = .08
Punitive Parenting

.28

3.20

.002**

Younger Activity and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 117) = 5.13, p < .03, r2 = .04
Younger Activity
.21
2.26
.03*
Younger Activity, Punitive Parenting, and Externalizing Problems: F (2, 113) = 6.96, p < .01, r2
= .11
Younger Activity
.15
1.64
.10
Punitive Parenting
.27
2.90
.004**
Younger Emotionality and Punitive Parenting: F (1, 210) = 4.75, p < .04, r2 = .04
Younger Emotionality
.20
2.18
.03*
2
Punitive Parenting and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 118) = 10.23, p < .01, r = .08
Punitive Parenting
.28
3.20
.002**
Younger Emotionality and Externalizing Problems: F (1, 116) = 18.98, p < .001, r2 = .14
Younger Emotionality
.38
4.36
.001***
Younger Emotionality, Punitive Parenting, and Externalizing Problems: F (2, 112) = 14.22, p <
.001, r2 = .21
Younger Emotionality
.35
3.97
.001***
Punitive Parenting
.22
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

2.46
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.02*

Table 9. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Differential Parenting, Older Children’s
Attachment, and Internalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

Β

Block 1. F (2, 94) = 1.00, p < .38, R2 = .02
Differential Affection
Differential Control

1.02
-.10

.74
.75

.15
-.01

Block 2. F (4, 94) = 8.03, p < .001, R2 = .26
Differential Affection
Differential Control
Attachment Anxiety
Attachment Avoidance

.05
-.05
.28
.13

.68
.67
.06
.08

.01
-.01
.43
.17

Variables
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Table 10. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Differential Parenting, Younger Children’s
Attachment, and Internalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (2, 93) = 1.82, p < .17, R2 = .04
Differential Affection
Differential Control

.39
-1.29

.67
.68

.06
-.20

Block 2. F (4, 93) = 12.90, p < .001, R2 = .37
Differential Affection
Differential Control
Attachment Anxiety
Attachment Avoidance

.15
-1.34
.33
.23

.68
.60
.07
.10

.01
-.21
.47
.21

Variables
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Table 11. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Differential Parenting, Older Children’s
Attachment, and Externalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (2, 94) = .58, p < .57, R2 = .01
Differential Affection
Differential Control

.79
-.47

.77
.78

.11
-.07

Block 2. F (4, 94) = 8.37, p < .001, R2 = .27
Differential Affection
Differential Control
Attachment Anxiety
Attachment Avoidance

-.37
-.29
.23
.25

.70
.68
.07
.08

-.05
-.04
.39
.32

Variables
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Table 12. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Differential Parenting, Younger Children’s
Attachment, and Externalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (2, 93) = .36, p < .70, R2 = .01
Differential Affection
Differential Control

.10
-.60

.70
.71

.02
-.09

Block 2. F (4, 93) = 3.45, p < .02, R2 = .13
Differential Affection
Differential Control
Attachment Anxiety
Attachment Avoidance

-.09
-.57
.16
.24

.66
.68
.08
.19

-.01
-.09
.22
.22

Variables
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Table 13. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Older Children’s Temperament, Parenting
Behaviors, and Internalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (3, 95) = 14.62, p < .001, R2 = .32
Older Children’s Emotionality
Older Children’s Activity Level
Older Children’s Sociability

.74
-.32
-.04

.12
.20
.19

.54
-.15
-.02

Block 2. F (6, 95) = 10.39, p < .001, R2 = .41
Older Children’s Emotionality
Older Children’s Activity Level
Older Children’s Sociability
Positive Parenting
Inconsistent Parenting
Punitive Parenting

.69
-.28
-.15
-.58
.53
-.38

.12
.19
.19
.22
.24
.54

.50
-.13
-.07
-.23
.21
-.06

Variables
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Table 14. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Younger Children’s Temperament, Parenting
Behaviors, and Internalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (3, 82) = 5.14, p < .01, R2 = .16
Younger Children’s Emotionality
Younger Children’s Activity Level
Younger Children’s Sociability

.50
.04
-.22

.13
.23
.20

.39
.02
-.19

Block 2. F (6, 82) = 4.77, p < .001, R2 = .27
Younger Children’s Emotionality
Younger Children’s Activity Level
Younger Children’s Sociability
Positive Parenting
Inconsistent Parenting
Punitive Parenting

.37
.00
-.24
.04
.95
.55

.13
.23
.20
.20
.64
.26

.29
.00
-.13
.02
.18
.24

Variables
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Table 15. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Older Children’s Temperament, Parenting
Behaviors, and Externalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (3, 95) = 10.36, p < .001, R2 = .25
Older Children’s Emotionality
Older Children’s Activity Level
Older Children’s Sociability

.75
.14
.23

.14
.23
.22

.50
.06
.10

Block 2. F (6, 95) = 6.74, p < .001, R2 = .31
Older Children’s Emotionality
Older Children’s Activity Level
Older Children’s Sociability
Positive Parenting
Inconsistent Parenting
Punitive Parenting

.68
.12
.13
-.23
.55
.34

.14
.23
.22
.26
.28
.64

.45
.05
.06
-.08
.20
.05

Variables
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Table 16.

Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Younger Children’s Temperament, Parenting
Behaviors, and Externalizing Behaviors
B

SE B

β

Block 1. F (3, 82) = 4.69, p < .001, R2 = .15
Younger Children’s Emotionality
Younger Children’s Activity Level
Younger Children’s Sociability

.40
.28
.15

.13
.23
.20

.32
.14
.08

Block 2. F (6, 82) = 4.39, p < .01, R2 = .26
Younger Children’s Emotionality
Younger Children’s Activity Level
Younger Children’s Sociability
Positive Parenting
Inconsistent Parenting
Punitive Parenting

.29
.19
.14
.22
1.41
.33

.13
.22
.19
.19
.27
.15

.23
.09
.08
.12
.27
.15

Variables
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APPENDIX B: DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE
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1. Your gender: M F
2. Your age:
3. Your Ethnicity:
American

Caucasian

Hispanic

Native American

4. Your marital status:

Asian-

Other:

Married

Living with Partner

African-American

Divorced

Separated

Widowed

Remarried (if so, how many previous marriages _

5. Does your children’s other parent live with you?

Yes

No

6. Please list the age and gender of your two oldest children and whether or not they
live with you.
Age

Gender

Live with you?

M F

Y

N

M F

Y

N

7. Do you live with any extended family members or friends?

Y

N

Y

N

8. If yes, who?
9. Did you use fertility treatments with any of your children?
10. If yes, which one(s)? Specify age(s) of children:
11. Your level of education:
Post Doctorate

Vocational Training

Graduate Professional Training

High School Diploma

College Degree (Bachelor’s)

Some High School

Some College

Less than High School
79

Single
)

12. Your occupation:
13. Your children’s other parent’s level of education:
Post Doctorate

Vocational Training

Graduate Professional Training

High School

Diploma College Degree (Bachelor’s) Some High School
Some College

Less than High School

14. Your children’s other parent’s occupation:
15. Estimated Yearly Household Income (please circle
one): Less than $10,000

$40,000 - $50,000

$10,000 – $20,-000

$50,000 - $60,000

$20,000 - $30,000

$60,000 - $70,000

$30,000 - $40,000

More than $70,00
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Think of a typical day during the work week and a typical day during the weekend. For
the questions below, please estimate how much time in hours (if less than 1 hour, please
use
minutes) that you spend with your older and younger child. Please DO NOT include time
during the night when you are both sleeping. Please note whether you are using hours or
minutes for your estimated time.
16.

Direct interaction with your OLDER child (e.g., talking, playing a game):

AVERAGE WEEKDAY TIME:

min/hours

AVERAGE WEEKEND DAY TIME:
17.

min/hours

Direct interaction with your YOUNGER child (e.g., talking, playing a game):

AVERAGE WEEKDAY TIME:

min/hours

AVERAGE WEEKEND DAY TIME:

min/hours

18.
Accessibility to your OLDER child (i.e., when you are in the same location as the
child, but you are not actively engaged in conversation or any other type of interaction...such as
when you watch t.v. together without talking or when you are in the house at the same time, but
you are involved in separate activities):
AVERAGE WEEKDAY TIME:

min/hours

AVERAGE WEEKEND DAY TIME:

min/hours

19.
Accessibility to your YOUNGER child (i.e., when you are in the same location as the
child, but you are not actively engaged in conversation or any other type of interaction...such as
when you watch t.v. together without talking or when you are in the house at the same time, but
you are involved in separate activities):
AVERAGE WEEKDAY TIME:

min/hours

AVERAGE WEEKEND DAY TIME:
_______min/hours
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APPENDIX C: SIBLING INVENTORY OF DIFFERENTIAL EXPERIENCE
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Sibling Inventory of Differential Experience
(SIDE) Modified for Parent use
Toward Younger Child

Toward Older
Child
Same

Much More
1

Much More

2

3

4

5

1. I am strict with my child
1
2

3

4

5

3

4

5

3

4

5

4

5

4

5

4

5

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2. I am proud of the things my child has done
1

2

3. I enjoy doing things with my child
1

2

4. I am sensitive to what my child thinks and feels
1

2

3

5. I punish my child for his/her misbehavior
1

2

3

6. I show interest in the things my child likes to do
1

2

3

7. I blame my child for things that other family members do
1

2

8. I tend to favor one child over another
1
9. I discipline my child
1
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APPENDIX D: ALABAMA PARENTING QUESTIONNAIRE- PRESCHOOL
VERSION
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APPENDIX E: EXPERIENCE IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS SCALE
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Please read each sentence and circle the number to show how much you agree or
disagree in regards to your relationship with your youth now or in the past six months.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Disagree Strongly

Neutral/Mixed

7
Agree Strongly

1. My child prefers not to show me how he/she feels deep down.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

2. When my child is away from me, he/she feels anxious and afraid.
1

2

3

4

3. My child is very comfortable being close to me.
1

2

3

4

4. If my child can't get me to show interest in him/her, he/she gets upset or angry.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

6

7

5. My child finds it difficult to depend on me.
1

2

3

6. My child worries about being away from me.
1

2

3

7. My child needs a lot of reassurance that he/she is loved by me.
1

2

3

4

5

8. My child worries that I don't care about him/her as much as he/she cares about me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

9. My child worries about being abandoned by me.
1

2

3

4

10. My child isn’t comfortable opening up to me.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. Just when I start to get close to my child I find him/her pulling away from me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

7

12. My child gets frustrated when I am not around as much as he/she would like.
1

2

3

4

5

13. My child is comfortable sharing his/her private thoughts and feelings with me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

7

14. My child gets uncomfortable when I want to be close to him/her.
1

2

3

4

5

15. My child wishes that my feelings for him/her were as strong as his/her feelings for me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

16. My child feels comfortable depending on me.
1

2

3

4

17. My child feels really bad about him/herself when I disapprove of him/her.
1

2

3

4

18. My child tries to avoid getting too close to me.
1

2

3

4

19. My child worries a lot about his/her relationship with me.
1

2

3

20. My child tells me just about everything.
1

2

3

21. Often my child wants to be really close to me and this makes me feel like backing away.
1

2

3

4

22. Whenever we get close, my child pulls back from me.
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5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

6

7

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

23. My child resents it when I spend time away from him/her.
1

2

3

4

24. My child usually discusses his/her problems and concerns with me.
1

2

3

4

25. My child finds it relatively easy to get close to me.
1

2

3

4

26. Sometimes my child tries to force me to show that I care about him/her.
1

2

3

4

5

27. My child doesn't mind asking me for comfort, advice, or help.
1

2

3

4

5

28. My child’s desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.
1

2

3

4

29. My child worries a fair amount about losing me.
1

2

3

4

30. My child turns to me for many things, including comfort and reassurance.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

31. My child prefers not to be too close to me.
1

2

3

32. My child gets frustrated if I am not available when he/she needs me.
1

2

3

4

33. My child is comforted by turning to me in times of need.
1

2

3

4
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34. My child feels that I don't want to get as close as he/she would like.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

35. My child doesn’t often worry about being abandoned.
1

2

3

4

36. My child gets nervous when I get very close to him/her.
1

2

3

4
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APPENDIX F: EMOTIONALITY ACTIVITY SOCIABILITY TEMPERAMENT
SURVEY
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Please rate how characteristic each item is of your child. Scores range from 1 (not typical of my child) to
5 (very typical of my
child)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Tends to be shy
Cries easily
Likes to be with people
Is always on the go
Prefers playing with others rather than alone
Tends to be somewhat emotional
When child moves about, he/she moves slowly
Makes friends easily
Is off and running as soon as he/she wakes up
Finds people more stimulating than anything else
Often fusses and cries
Is very sociable
Is very energetic
Takes a long time to warm up to strangers
Gets upset easily
Is something of a loner
Prefers quiet, inactive games to more active ones
When alone, child feels isolated
Reacts intensely when upset
Is very friendly with strangers
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